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Itisabasicgoalofstudqnt azdpohcymth:.s cmmt:ytoequahze .f

.

npportunlty for everyone to attend some. fon of postsecondary education.

- I-‘edbral and state _governments have joined with mst:.tutmns in thz.s " effort
{

f».over the last twenty yms ‘Ihelzas:.c goal is to aake college accosszble

~

) '1:6 pobr peaple. Pnor to 1957" there was “very little fedml presence m“'the

_ "the af&:.rs of pnstseeonda:r.y
a'eterans Bmeﬁts Progran. “The
mnber of probleas :

‘In the ’605,

Off:u:e o’f.Educan,on stu.d,axt zud legzslatlon
spawneda/gmb/rofprogransamdat /eijmg to

ed,uwu: with the ﬁassnre exceptmn ofthé -

ity students em:ollé in college, The crownin|

/A

Grant Program .anzhonzed in 1972

was

" The

Opportuni
T hasaifectedhzghere&uwtmnmanmbefd

c four—year schools ‘in the statcs was one of the highli‘ghté of the '50s
nd 1605. In the 170s, the states began to devemp state}student aid 1:1'0-
gra:ls at a rap:.d r#e. 'Ihese changeshaﬂapmfmmd effect on the nature
aofhigher educat:.on myus comtiy openmg"the doors to anyone who could

e

: Meﬁt ﬁ:ol this experience. t" S .

== R - *” e~ ’. - *

." - ) . ~ {(_ ) .\ = - _‘

The cﬁn'ent peri!.:d of slow growth imbli'ses more reliance on student fma.nc:.al
said s,s the centr;l necham.sn to assure ecm.mtmnal opportum.ty. THer# is not

’the increasmg deland for class space to warrant the developsent of many new

-

.
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o o :loit tuit:.cn mst:.fut:mns ¢ Gnren th:.s. assuqueh 11;5.5 net:essé.ry to <L
. K ~\\ . . f
- ﬁinsugate the. ava:.lab:.hty cféhmmal Opportmty ‘to dec:.de how ' . :

. studem: aid prograns shoul& b& nodzf?e& ﬁo assure mtmued e&ucafi‘onal

- (2N - . .
ty this"country.. /\ . = . =
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\
~momts of money in mch:mg the goals of student a.ccess to postsecanﬁary

\

'—t ; . -wducation and stude;at cho:.ce of mstz:;unons, clo;e ai:tentz.on has not been

given to the geog::aphzcal distribution of these ftmds. .The result is that .
4t :lay be much more c‘izﬁﬁcul: for'students or potentlal stuéents, to.

Finsnce thiir’ educauon in ofie state -cm:pared to. another.

Ly

stihepur- |

'pose of ﬂu:s paper to -describe the dlstn.buuan of studeat fifiancial aid
[
at the state level and wm:fy soa& of the variables that are

-a$soc1ate& with the alloa:tz.ons of funds :from the-: dz.fferent prograns In~

&,

é
. 7
- »grder to do'th:.s it is nmsazy to deﬁne 2 raasonable neasure of e&uca

/\a. o . =

/ " »

’ * “The basic goal of fedzralévdent aid pohc}r has been- to euual:.ze fmancial

iO:ppozttmzty to atsend sone :Eom of postsecmdary educatz.on. There are * - .!

aa:ny posswle ways'to measure this eqm.ty. The procedm'e mvestigated in

f:ideriag a/ééhopl‘qf a g:.ven cas‘:: Hore fonally,,:.t 1s the ¢ost of ~
sattendance mﬁbe expected fam.ly contribution and the grant aid from

'\ =11 spprces. ; ‘

X - lﬁcase as mcont; dec;eases. The effect is to provide, up to some maximm .

1y contnbuuon -dem:eases as income mcreases and grants

L 4

of attendénce, an equalizing of tl;e W

of the educational cost the

e T studcnt will have to fmance through lus own resources, z.a., work or loans* /

“me 1;55 the total cost of the educatmn, the less the student v;.ll m;si:tov
finance huself S

"
’

o~ ’,g‘- ¢ .y A :
. . . 2
¥ o ’ 3 - B " . -
. -
z .. Ea.

,> Itistheprem.se ofthlsp@erthatasﬁ;:ﬁ&tmhas.mvested mcreasmg et

this’ paper is pet przce, or the lom-work bnréen a studejat '?a.qes when cop- .t

e
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.; - TI;e i\'lportance 95 this concept is it prondes a neasure of ﬂxe conbmeﬁ . “~
N e{fect of student a.1d prograns also provides a measyre of ho;e faixly ‘ e

"

‘t:.onofald : ‘ .
P .’ . /

-~ . - “ -— ’ s

Jb

«
' 3

3.
States have besn chosen as an inpormt des;ngt:we unit because they play
a szg:uﬁcant roIe Jw?‘ovading f:.nzmcmg feip);stseeqndary education sriuch e

— ) -
- “has a xa;or impact on the degree to vdn:ch Student access.ang choice can be
' ]

. Tealized, States are .Spending in excess nf ' §23 bmf __'geneml sugport

[ 4

.

. of higher'edu!%non in the country. Tha:t ccgpazr estmated $13 billion’

. from 3 sources combined [Congresszona]: Budget -Offz.ce, 1977). Im

order to stand ;he ct of federal student’financ’ial aid prop:ams, it,
, i " ,
7

_ is necessary fo understand the Emte role. THe two effércé’ intereact to pro-,
‘vide an iﬂtinate price to the student which in_operat‘i“dnﬂ' terms is <lé!ae . R4
deﬁmtlon of ednca.t::onal opportum.ty. It is not enough to~ de.s?;\.he tke
B effect of federal progransmzs‘“‘I&tloxifromother fa.ctozsthatmﬂuence
L price to thegstuient. Reportmg the national a.verages for stuaents served
| . by the federal programs overlooks the probleﬁs faced by “students in d:.fferent

'pé:rts of the couptry caused by znperfect dlstntmta.on of studem: aid dollars Nk

e :celatuet’btheneedofsmdents - ',_ b : ) g

’

"Séveral ‘section}; follow in this paper. The first reviews_the work dane on
:easures of educat:.onal op;gortum.ty and analyzes the shortcomings of these

. zppmaches. 'I'he “'Eond sectzon «:qz.ews the d:,stnbutlon of student a:.d ’

*donars‘ to states £ron all scrurces. It is c?aear that there are a number of
s dispantzes in the d:.stnbufzon. . The third sectlon descnbes the current "
grans supplying financial aid to students, _The i‘ourth segtion 13 a ot ‘
enes of policy recomendatmns that would help mpmve the d15tr1but1on
' f stident aid dellars tu— stﬁtes. . ’ A ‘-
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“" . MEASURES OF FDUCATIONAL@PPORTUNITY - - . .t .
. - ' e a S’

Pubhc pohcy 1n achzemg student access and cho:.ce has been hampered

- —

Mea.r workable defi t:mn of the terms The wost™ wldely accepted
%dafinltlon of smdent access was presented by %he Nationa.l Comss:.on on |
.Financmg Postsecondary Educat:.on (1973) "Each individual should be *
" agble to mron in some form of postsecondary educa;zon appropriate to |
. :hat person’s needs, capa.b:.hty, and motivation." A closely allied com-

I

< cept 15 student- thojce wh:.ch the Com:.sszon defined as follows. -YEach

-

_ and:.ndnal should have a rea.scmable choice aaong those institutions of
) ?ostsecondazy educat:.on that h&ve accepted h:m or her for adm.ss:.on " \
L Both these goals depend in part on reducing the cost bazriers that haye
"zrada.tmnally kept lgw income students from attending schoolg of their
wchoice. There is little argument with these general goals, but t.here- .,
" /- =re differences to be taken with thei;?lﬁperatiénalisn of these concepts.
.’ o They suggest that student access is measured by the extent to which the

- . student populat:.on and the college age populatmn are sm:.lar with respect

‘ s . . oy oy
- ‘ % - .
7 - —to: - / L ’ . ' .y
- . . . - ] ¢ ',!‘ . 1

- dincome . . E
i .~ .» . =Tracial composition o .
- - ethnic group . Coes

- ~-Sexé .
~ family residence _ S .

L. ’Student cho:.ce, according to the Nat:.onal Comlsszon,,:.s measured by:

¥ the extent to which persons from all income groups are. enrolled
in institutions wi lugh, medium and: low st-uaent cha.rges . :
.= the dﬁstr:.bunon of low income s%tﬁents among the var1ous instl-
tutzonal types. ©  * , . 2 .

rd rd - - L 1
- L - . -

* participation rates are nét a measure of educational opportunity. They |
‘ -

! s P ' s

- - - .
' are measures of people's resppnse to a number of educational and non-educational
» ¢ . .

- - £ - -
. & ¢ . a " »
. .3 - ® - )
. . -




o tions, cult‘aral preference and amlabllzty of 1nst1tut1ons that mdlfy

-8

—opporttm:.tzes thzrt exist. 'lhere are factors such as labor narket cond:.a
’ ' Yo

-

college go:.ng Tates in d;fferent staa:es. D:Lffe;ences in pm:tlc:.patlon

zates by jncome level,.region or race should not necessa‘nly be taken as.

Y I

1

evidence that .student aid prograns and pushc tuition pohcy are provzd-
ugixﬁferent devels of educanonal oppo#unzty. The National Com:.ss:.on -
definition is ‘akso expl:.cz.t}.y tied to tr@ltmnal collége going age groups.

: teollege undergraduate population is over 25 yeagzs of ‘age. o . ' cope b

Ad ~
- . L4

— v B . . ! -

There is 2 very gixed picture of enrollment trends in the last few years.
The _nSunber of peo;;].e :gf)ing to coileges has increased but .the proportion
of the age _ ing fo school has dew:eased ’I‘he ratio of gollege ok
gradnates to’ 22-y.ear,,01d'populatzon has risen from 17.3 per 100 in -.
1961-62 to 23.4 in 1975-76 (National Center for Educatlonal _Stat:.stzcs,

D i

1977). NCES reports that the enrollnent :rates of Blacks have nsen' across
the cmmtzy panty has}g.tly been reached There is still a w:.de chs-
“pa:nty in the participation rafes in collega by mcome categoneg I’he

di,ffereg.ce between the highest (over $30/000) and louest mcome groups - -

(0-$3, 000.) is over 30 pem:entage poin;s.x Law-:mcome students are more .

.. rlikely to attend.a vocational, teclm:.cal or two-year :msf:ttuuon whzle

A

the hzgher-—:mcone student is nore hkely\to be em:olled m a 'fmn'-year =

2 [

icademc institution (Ok;ce of Pla:ml(ng}nd Budget Bvalnahon, 1977)" The
Tetention rate 1s nuch"iug‘her for lp.gh-mcome stuﬂents than Iow-mcone. |

~ - -~

Y, d - -

K h Accordmg to the census bureau, the pe:;cent “of hzgh school graduates .

enrolledv.n college was 33.7 percent an-,1967 imd 3,3 1 percent m 1976,

- "iniht deétedse overall. . When the c:.nhan nonmstztutlonal populatlon was

- . P3 - . e

" brgken d‘m by incone, the percenr: with numbers enrollea fuii-tmb 1n college

,-..-v’\,_

.
- - - ’
. . . . ey L : } ,

P owefe: | - - .

‘./'-
S
!

* ~ A -~ - .
" That measure is no longer appropriate fidw that over 30 percent:‘pfxtgze, s e
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Lkl

R uy‘ difflcult to interpret these mmbea:s.. Bas:.cally, it is clear that the

- *;mblic student aid Policy has made a great deal of dz.fference in the aggregate .-

© A
(\' fts in att:.tudes towatd mnor{ty nghts and opporttmz.tz.es. ) _ o ‘
L . nmber of m;a:nable_, have been 1dent1f:,ed by, ::esearclL/s as £actors in the '
" . . 3
ECCISI:LOH to attend colle'g\e. There seems to be agreement that ‘the followmg . n
cial and personal variables all play an important ::ole ‘(Fife, 1975).— i

. ‘ o o - —_—— P—— ﬁ
T .. ¢ . [ T . ] ) " €« . i
\ 1 : ) : * = »
:‘ ‘: ¢ , ', .
) . ) s - N . - . '.' TAB'LB l . \‘ ~ N ) - - .
-t . T , i s N - :
. 1976 - 1975 1974 1973 1972 1571 1970. 1967 . -
4 r e o —— - —
. Y i . e T - .
.- Under $5,000 -  17.5 -~ 17.2- ~14.6 - 14.7 = 16.3 152 - 15.3 ,.13.1
- . » P . ' f
$500 - 9,999 . 24.4 26,6 23.1° 22.8° " 25.5 26.4 26.3_ 26.2 .
'+$10,000 - 14,999. - 33.0  33.4 " 31.2. 32.4 345 34.7 37.2 .37.9
~* <$15,000 and-over .49.8 +* 50.2 '46.6," 48.6 50:1 °'S5l1.4  53.2  'S5.9
“Median :i:neone of - - (I T > ) T
aegbers enrolled - ~ : . g ) ) ' . - -
. full-time in s
“ollege . 318,009 517 335 $18,188 $13, 606 $17,440 s17 008 '$16,706 $l&,620

“Table from™ Cm:'rent Population P.eports Senes, No. 66 U S. Departnent of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Chaa:a.ctensucs of American Children and Youth: 1976, p. 21.

\ = . -
. - - . . g - )

.
va .
-
- ""

Income group ‘under $5 000 is the only income catego;:y that has enJoyed an
. -:tnm:ease in participation zi‘ates._ It is equally cl\ey that relat:.ve to othe;v/ 4)
. dncome groups, they are 31:111 mder-represented/ At the same time,_the 3
mdian income of college attenaees has increased, mplymg that there isan .

:mzerall _mcrease in mcomes, especidlly at the upper end of the.income scale.

1}

'These data present a m.xed plcture, Theiez ‘is no- indisputable evidence that -

:attexfdance ‘rates in ollege. There have been maJor econouuc ‘and’ sodal ¢Hanges

L4

'that conld ‘be used Juét as well to account for the {h.fferences. These mclude.

*the changes in draft Iaw, a major recess:.on, ‘changes in employment rates and




. parental encou:agement to g0 to college
‘. = measures of aptitude and acsdemaperformance
~ parents educational level and mumber bf books in the home '
.. .= type of high school curriculum taken _ o ) .
. P < family income, 2 ' :
* _ = academic motivation and plans to attend college while in h:.gh school

-~

T : '~attendanceofpeers Tl -

' . -
- t v
-

) 'I‘he factors vary and the amount of, influence ascribed to each one varies, .
> . - deyending on the nature of the research approach and definition of the
/ wariables used in the individual studies._ There appears to be agreement
that _while fmanczal factors play a Tole in the declsmn to .attend college,
"‘«14,'\ it is not the critzcel variable. Jones W Trent and Leland L. Medsker réport
- that "In the final analysis it 'was not lack of finances that appeared to be

\,\

A ‘priaarily related to fa:Llu::e to attend college, but lack of mterest" (1968

p, 25,9)., Robert H. ,Berls repor%s a similar conclusmn. "Object:we factors

Y-

such as lack of money do not\seem to be of overwhelming 1mpprtance, and the
factors of inadequ'ate academic background and lack of 'in’terest combined

"-exceed lack of finances a$ a regson..." (Berls, 1969, p._154).

*.

=

Ld
-

These studie$ were done w1th tra.dltlonal students. Studies "of students over
25 ye’ars o? age report that they respond d:.fferently to educational oppor-

tunity than traditional students. John Bishop and Jane Van ka_e' carried | ,
out a sopiiisticated }xational study usiﬁg 1970 'census data, and report that \J

-

the most ortant fictors in attendance of adults is, low-tuition and the
A A , y,
-/ a four-year' school had almost no impact on attendance. This may be explamed
by differences in cost of attendance and admission” standards between the two
\' : *:types of schools, but, the fact remains that 73 percent of the. adults in the
- - ;nple atteiied a two-year hc school I:eo A. Munday, us:mg dszerent .
. ‘ technxques and a dszerem: set of students éhich he labels "ﬂontrad:.tzonal

-
b

< "\ . stqdents,‘! reports si..milar results (1976). 1t nay be that for adults and

: B . .

[ - . . .
g N Y - . R I . .

. i - - . - . s

existencefof 2 two-year school within’ cpmutmg istance. Availability of ¢




[ 4

-~ - .o
o~
s -

bthevnontrad:.tlonai studeuts, attendance 1s cont:lngent upon the ava:.l

.ab111ty of a low cost, two-year school within commuting distance.

~

{ . . __«s ) . oo

Bishop and Van Dyke alsé 1dent1f1ed personal charactenstlcs of older

~

stndents that are relat_ed to attenﬂance. The -older % a:peuon, the 1ess

J.ikely they ai-e to attend school. -The presence of ch:.lq::en, espec:.ally

-young children, also reduces t lz.kelz.hood of attendance. Govement .
'and technical employee's \ire 10:

l;n.kely to attend than other employee
cetegones. F&.nally, the ava:.lab:.hty of vetems' benefits :resul;:s in -
=greater probab:r.l:.ty of attendance.

P

> .

- Y A e

~ .

The older student is l:l.kely to be a. pa:rt-tme student. It 1s not clear

fron the study how, many part-tme students are aided by federal or s’ta.te
~programs of student financial aid, The J.ncreas:mg pzoport:wn of mdepen—
dent students under 25 makes it- difficult to decide what proportlon of -

student aid :LS gomg to adults. The fict that a:Va:.labzlJ.ty of veterans'

' benef:.ts tnples the 1iRelihood of atteridance indicates that student aid
™ eould be of major mport’ance in the college at‘tendance dec:.s:.on :Eo:c adnlts

John Blshop and Jane Van Dyke do not address the student ald quest:.on

4

. ﬁ:duectly, but they point out that in terms ot' tuition, adnlts are twice as

5ens:.t1ve to- cha.nges in’ pnce. as t:rad:.tlonal stndents. -

e
S »
r——

':all attendance/rates. In 1971, the Cameg;v.e Com:.ssmn publ:.shed The .

I:apltol and the Campus In‘that report they found that statew.tde enroll-

1ent rates in postsecondary educat:.on were assoc:.ated with high school

:retentxon Tates, state expendztures on higher edu,c ion and open access‘

?011‘:135. - - .- , - i
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: ’!:!oving to the state level, there are several factors associated w:r.th over-

~ %,
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v

. -sm'ollmeu( Tate :Ln the seutheast wh:.ch accounts ‘for much of this d:.fference. v

.-(1975). -, ‘ ' ! ! ‘

'Ihe Educatzon Cmss;.on o£ the States worked with a task forc'e ‘on student

:Einanc:.ai assa.stance at the same time (1971}. In the report, 11: was ppmted .

.ont that: states differ szgmf:.cantly in the proportion of res:ﬁent low mcome
:B!fu.hes, mnglng from Connect:r.cut wz.th 18.2 perceut to lhss;sszppz w:.th 52 7

percent. They . found a dz.rect‘ telat:.onsh:l.p between tlus poverty measure {nd . ‘

’ '.t:he yroport:.on of 18- to 21-yea:r—olds molled m e@'@ge. The states wz.th low-

.,.y..-.....- o,
o e,
Teas

-

Facome -populatzons tend to have a lower ;)roportzon of en’ts enrolled. :
311}5 Tesearch v{as done based on the Fiscal Year 1969 igtions, when\th

_Dffice of Education d:l.stnbuted $364 m.lhon in student "fi'nanczal- aid.

.
4
— - e

-~

' ‘Zﬂxe 1970 census reVealed wide interstate differeneeg in enrollment rates. ’

3 -

‘ne d:.fferences are related to differences in per t;ap:.ta income:and in -

“the :r:ac:.al compos:.t:.oxr of the populatmns of states. There is a low

_..av',”

“:ﬂley are also closely related to h:.gh school graduat:.on rates. The Ca:megle -

£ouncil concluded that a ma;or part of the effort to equalﬁe opportmzt:.es

‘to enrcll in eolleges a:nd 1mivers:.tzes must be d:rrected toward 1mprovements

in secondary education that will increase the holding power of h:.gh schools

*

~ o«

.avaﬂabzhzty of two-year pubhc colleges vuth:.n comuting dz.stance
- —-graduation rates from high school in the .state
- Tacial domposit:.on of the state;ppmzlatzon

“ -

--~proportion of 16w income resldents 1n the state

- per capita income. .

’

1
.

¥

’

>

-

£
L)

>
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-

>
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. Most of these results were based on 1970.;ensus :mfomation é’hd there is
1so’ne chance that things have :unproved smce then. In 1975, NéES made a

3tudent mgratzoﬁ study.

The followmg table presents the state res:dents
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|.‘~/~,'. v ‘e m 2 /
s T smE ENROLLMENT amos PRES
- o v ~s;ate o State Residents Em'oTled
| “ . " Population Estimate - in CO'l‘!eges Anywhere
A‘ltbuh .- - 3,614,000 - 126,566
" -Alaska T -404,634 12,805 .
B Mlﬁﬂa N 2’224,000 e , - .« m,755
i m ¢ ) 25115,000 ~ 4 56’622
. Caltfornia 21,133,000 235,247
CoTorads - 2,534,000 /'mo.ssz \
Connecticut ° 3,085,000 © - 133,489
S, be. . Bel o g
- ngeon, U.L. .. s ) » >~ C
Florida - 8,346,000 ° Toan,es T T~
ﬁOl“gia - "926"000 ' ‘]33’48’ )
. Hawaii A 40,031
- daho . 30,025
I1linois 462,044
T . -Indfana . . 155,578 g
“~::~ L—IM‘; A Tg%
_KenBucky Sl L~ 95,683 3
-Louisiana . < 115,673 >
"%gfn% d‘ . e ,432
N Marylan - 20 g
!hssachusetts\ 253,053
-Michigan— - . 378,105
- ‘Minnesota.-. 163,646 -~ -~
mssissippi ' 85,632
- Hissouri > 169,550
':mm . r " 2&,060
- Jebraska . - 58,128
. . Kevada | = . ;22,406
-New Hampshire 25,593
" New Jersey -290,890 ,
© <New Mexico - -#1,924 e
et York. . 803;203 , .
, Horth 1ina 197,014
- Horth ta - 635,000 * 26,918 v
. ﬂhfo . ]0,729,000 \\ 382’273
_"0Klahoma 2,712,000 110,719
.- Oregon. .. - 2.288,000 109,815
: Pennsy‘lvania 11,829,000 368,437
. ~Rhode Tsland 927,000 32,263
. mc&m‘nn& 2’8]8,000 N 308,008
"South- Dakota o 583,000 - 26,125
“Tendessee* . 4,188,000 -\ - 146,131
» Texas . 12,23 5000 - /‘ | - 5115539 .
. - 'Uhh PR, 112053000 N ] » 77’853 +
“Yermont. < - 471,000 . 23,269
. ¥irginfa . 4,967,0000 , .\ .. 145,648 .
- . Mashingtom , * *+ 335475000 . 185,786
. Mest Virginia . - T4803,600 - ; §8,876
.~ Widconsin ' 4,606,000 : » 7202,342 ,
T .. Mying - 374,000 13285

»
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P qprolled ih college anywhere ds a prpport‘.mn to. the state‘ populatlon in

g " 1975. 'I'he:.r percentage ra:nges from a‘ low o‘f 2.68. percent in ‘Arkansas to
30 } :

a high of ‘6.46 percent in Utali In gene::al the low enr&llment rates.areb
‘e & .
i,n ﬂre South wh:.le thd’lu/gh Tatios tend ‘to

PR -
.
sar - . M ,
. . . .. . r
. v e Al

’!l'here 1s ?relatzonslu;p between tthe ‘g;ropor.t:.on of the states'

z:omﬂ:meﬂt to eduwt:.on is re'flected in both a‘gir propens:.ty to attend

-

'7 o college and a publ:.c w:.llmgness to spen'd on edlﬁatlon, The second is

,

ﬂ\

0

< that the prov:.s:.on of agcess::bﬁ lqw-cost publ:.c J.nstltutlons increases

N ’attendance rates. "I hasten Xo add that tha‘e rs 10 relat:onshlp bet\-:een

-
- "

e proportlon of stud,ents enro:lled in mdependent colleges in a state and

%\overan/’(pﬂrtlon of populatlon -enrolled’ 1n apy college. T# ds not

k 1

ne 5y \_~ ce of private colleges,, %‘f\-‘the abg Zce of two«-year schools that,

- ;44 1 T~ ’h,. , e e, *
mighq»explam the enrollment ifferences.  ’ _ ‘N ’ .

-—._'_( -
< 4 .

~ f
- R

- . “There i5 a sl:ght nega,t:we relatlons}up between the prjort:tm? of a state
P ‘ "populatlonw Ted in Ollege and the net cost o(% educatlon s a .ratlo of ..

. ~ -per cap1ta income *(r- -.14 Th:.s is estmate :o meas:rre the effol .
, ~5‘ ’takes to pay for educat:.on before student a:.d is d1stri'6uted in the gite.
) > -

:tnother measur’\ qf the Same phenomena is the relatlonslup of the nét unmet

meeq of studen\/s 'attending” college; ‘that 1s,v need after a:Ld is dlstnhuted,
.and th% prqportlon of the populat:@m attendmg college. Aga:m the rela- :

.. l ? d
e 'tions‘!é is-in the expected’directlon ~(r- 102), but: not large. . a ‘ f 4
. .. * o »

-~ ~

‘:’ ‘i' -’ ’ . 7 .,, N ' /* .
1 . It appears, usmg aggregte data, tliat there is not a strong- relatlon-

- ‘ ’

;- *. ‘-ship between the (proport:.on of the state populatlon attending co}‘{ege and
SR e N T .
) j | o "‘1013 ’ e o
y S w > ok

> SR o - : ! Y o
PAFuiiText Provids c 3




ﬁnm%nal effort or cost of dmgq The data used for thrs analyszs at
prlaineq in a la.tefr sectzbn of hg paper (see ,P!ges 23 and 26). Suffme it to

R -

e e 5ay that the measures of unmet need are rough estmates dnd open' to mprovement.

Voek

. . . . - I - &“ e A
P - - . . < T, e . .
LI . ~ “ - »

.. ;\final factor mfluencrng att‘endance is the labor market. 'I'he labor market
:Influences enroilment in two ways. "F:.rst, the prospects of med:.ate employ-

s aem: J.nu'eases the mcome foregone if the :?mt enrolls 11; college. For-
o 'ﬂemple, m Alaska. the chance to uork.on e pip i

)&u\

s suspected to. have’ -

) :l:esulted m a. dip in enrollnent of Alaskan student. ond the eScpectatxon

[
R ~

¥ wof future income flows result:.ng from an J.nvestment in educatxon mfluences

LTt { Ao - . .0
:enrollment ‘behamor t0< a degree. .- .o . -
N . . ‘_ ‘ . b

-
. -
. . B .. Y

‘:Ihe :unpact of laborg market factors has been most str1k1ng in' recent t:.mes

t(f " ’ =for Blacks (Freeman,{ 19&} Opportunity for employment as a black teenager _’

7 . is relatrvely foor’ ::}u,;e recent black college graduates have reached eco-
. monic pmty m.th wh:.tes. Black enrollmentsfare mcreasmg and shrftzng '

L :Eron tea.chmg and related service jobs to such f1e1ds as business, e-ng:.- s

. ) \ meering and accounting. Both of these developments appear to reflect
o .

q§ aeconmcally rational résponses to market incentives and-opportm:.tzes. o
. " The i.npact of labor[mai'ket'variablés; on enrollment are'long tern.. There'

-~ Lo

are def tely short term sh:.\fts between f1elds dependmg on, demand in

v !those fxelds but the effects on enrol'lment ?‘general are not as clear. . ', ;

- -

/- ‘{Gordon, 1974y,

he *
-"\' .

7/

. "Ihis rev:lew points out that participation
:&mction of the net ,prlce available to the student s bm;, price is one facgtor

.- :anong many The research mdrcates that participation in *postseconda.ry

S
aducatron could be ;mcrc.?ased by investing effort in }ugh school prepaftory
o ¢ R Yo .- e . e

;e ’ - . P ] - °~",-
axle mi‘&-ne\cessanly,g./ e

v
. }
- /
Y
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’ fof net price ava:.lable to stndents.

[;ake attendance poss:.blez Equalrty of oppomm:l.ty ex:.sts uhen the net ynce

~

-

>

T counsehng w:.th parents. 5 If*partlczpat:.on rates are’ used as a way to % . :

2

neasure the mpact of pnce of eciucat:.on to, the student, grave errors
could benademcon[pmng d:.fferent:eg:r.ons of the country . T !

- N . o

G:.ven these compl;nt:.es, federaland state pohcy mght be better servea

: - . M \

’by addriess:mg the questron ‘of educa:t:.onal cpportnm.ty :mstead of access

_Tand chozce. Educa:t:.onal’ opportunity is not measux:ed by pa::t:.tnpatn.on rates, .

. hut by the avaa.labzhty of mst:r.tutzons ata pnce thateJ.s -deemed possibie
:Eor the various mceme groups to-pgy. Net price cﬁn “be adjus&ed nth tui-

~ -~

t:on;md ‘student grants. ’
) * )

~ ~

~
s,

-
-

*The strength of this 'agyroach is that itis a qm,ck and eas:r.ly understood
way to \Letemne how J?nstztutmnal, state and federa], policy a:e :.nter-

act:r.ng to prmnde edx;ca{{;nal cpportum.ty to students in dlfferent parts

i L
;

P

6f the country ’I‘he approach would allow—each of the three partmers to
-evaluate their contnbut:.on to pg:cnd:mg educatlonal oppnrttm:.ty and thus

’

:nake it eas:.er to detemne what ‘policy charges or Wﬁatl@s shculd

— T e L4

fbe made at each of the three levels.

- C

- -
-

’_ £

- *e
,

*Ehe definit:r.on of equahty of educational opportzm:.ty may be newed in terms

Net pnce is defined as college cost -

~

(- -

In th:Ls scheme

LS
-minus the sum of the gxpected famly contnbutmn and grants {Net Pn;:e~

Cost of Attendance - (Family Contnbutz.on + Student Grantsy7..

~the student‘s self<help is defined:.n terms of wqu and J.oa.ns necessaxy to
{

2 (2

J
-fcr a g:.ven cost apt:.cn is the sale :Ec; all students m .the same :anome cate-_

- <,

gory As :the cost goes up, t‘he :nct pnce to the student :mcreases, but

o+ -
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.5ty /ts from. smlaf :mcone groups contmue to share the same price. The

s
- Y, -

of Educat:.on reports ‘that there is a reuarkable cons:.stency across )
/
ineeﬂe ‘cla;ses in the actnal net pnces paid by first-time, full-time post-~
econda:y stydents for all mstltutmnal cost Ievels (Offzei of Plamning )
and Budget Bvaluatzo;;, 1977’,,p. 36). John Ha:mes of the Ofﬁce of Plamung
)
_amd Budget Evaluatm has artlcmlated the net nnce concept as an mportant

F =

admce “for ptovidmg the federal govement a picture "of what the outeones

of the_e:.verse student aid prograns are. ‘

-
N .
[
. - - - - - " L4 - -
~. v e
.

ﬁhere are seVe:r'al p:oblens ith thy approach wfu.ch implies that¥some care

C \‘

Jshould be ¢en in developm cept I-” the net price can only .
~be estinated for.those who attend college. There is goiway to ééc:.de what

i
\\! -

‘.the net g‘n,ce 4s for thoke who do not atzend tollege but mght :3.‘ the cosft

ﬂere 1e55f Second J.f net pnce beeones an ofﬁc:.al measure used to dis- . -

-

*tnﬁute federal stud aid funds there would be an incentive for states

‘to mse pub1c® tmu in order to capture federal a:Ld dollars. ’I‘Iurd
o

*ahere a‘re da.ta weaknesses “"I‘here are mfrequént mstances where reliable *

1
“fanily mcome data 1s colle&ted,fron both aided and nona:.ded students attend—-
2
:lng college __,a staxe. Cmently, the mfomnon is available only on a
(

)o-gieceeeéq, basis. GJ.Ven these caveats, the approach shows prom.se. There is
=somée possibﬂ.:,g( that when this gea.sm'e of educa.tmna?l opportunity J]S
-seo-par part:.cipation rates, very dszerent outcomes could be expected,

o -

i

:s:ne les m.ght make these d1fferences clearerz )
) ’ - 4 . [ * -

:.\._ o . _ . t

- < - <

$u17,pose zhat 0-$6 009 famly zncmne groups were compdred between two

-

=3
. states,-. State A has a ;5 aercent part:.clpatlon rate of the group .)p.th a

' 'net pnce “of SO in a“$2. fﬂa-cost school. State B has a 20 percent part:.cl.-

A ) - - T —— - . . .
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o ‘student of $200. If participatmn 'rates were the critenon there would
) be a 'tendency to put lore lloney into s;qudent aid programs in State A. If
D et h‘.l'mt _price were the measure to be used gtate B would.receive pore funds. ‘

L4

It is not probable that either of these measures would 'be u‘sed as an offi-
cial gm.ae to. J:stu:r:smg funds but they nght prmnde a subtle pressure to
R 3hi£t allg'eations For exanple, such of the current debate about mddlé-

v
]

’ ﬁconef students and student a1d is based on a a:.p in pa::t:.cipatmn rates,

"

.' - of these ents over the last several yea.rs as mdzcated in Table I of

' ‘ﬁze\argu;ent is that the students who aTe outside the el1gi-
boundnes for student aid do not attend because of the price. The
R " evidence is, that the real pnce of college has declmed relatrve to the "
ability by mddle-mcone parents to pay for college. The decl:.ne in par-
ﬁcipati?: ra.r‘es would appear to ,be due to factors other than cost.of

-

' e&ucatzon. L. T S, , '
s { o <h o L% < v %
S ) 3 e . |
- M . ’ o \/

, Uith:.n the cui%ent arra:ﬁé&ent, the available pnce to the Ft].rdent_:.s_only/
- one ﬁcbm; asong =many thag is assoc:.ated with the declsion to attend cpllege

i / ox not. f Factors. outszde du'ect polzcy na:upulatmn Seem to“be nore o
E ] V‘-‘

i A

. “port&nt. Comparing. states, it appears, that there is little relationsh’ip
o . - < \
. between mcone and college attendance. The evidence suggests; t}ut the

-

T cont:ume’d reliance on partzcipation as an indicator of the spccess of

F

< Mt aid qrograns“* prmidiné access ught be su.sleadmg., J
. i . it ? .

C/ Particzpatmn ;ates may be helpful asa relative neasure ‘of success but it

-

is ﬁot possible to deternme wh,at absolute level of participation is opt‘mal

R B

Predicted changes participation rates related to changes in pnce may

~ "help plamers estimite the mco-e' thagﬂwould flow from various pricing

+*. - '
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eg:.es or the nu:ber of students that mght atteng miﬁ’éﬂlfferent .
‘ » prices might also be helpful for short tern planm.ng. The conpanson of
' wrt:l.czpat:.on Tates across geographic bmmdnes to help guide pncmg of '
_postseeondary educat:um is_ “aot helpful An alternatz.ve is to assess the

et pnce pa:.d by estudents of various income graups “for smﬂar costs of

—zeduqatron 'R:;Ls 1easu1'e of ional oppo‘rtm:.ty w:.ll be helpful at a11
| three levels- of dec:.smn nalu.ng. o N - 3
. R 14 .. o . . » i » ‘ ) . ) f
- K s -ﬁismzmw OF STUDENT A3DTQ STATES ’
, P [~ v ) .. . . . - . , L.

“There is no'study wixich breaks down_the 'availaﬁle net priée available to

students by intmne group and .cost of educatzon. ﬂhere are tWo factors
FIEE N e -

- "that nke t]ns dlfﬁcult. Frrst, there 1s no reilable data ava11ab1e _

c 4

- “that can be}rokm dowvn by state and mstitutzonal cost on fhe mcome of

studem:s attegd:.ng school in the count&'y Second the description of who
4 .

Y/
zeceived what stwdent aid is, not avallafle on a ,poherent bas:.s. These two
-problens make .it nposs:.ble, a"t leasx in tlre short run, to do anything but

Y
imate the variance. Most of the prelmmary research in the field has °

- . FolN

concerned itself with state-level aggregation of unmet need and.statewide
Ca ~ avard of aid. 'I'here are nde emeﬁes reported in the ava:.la.bﬁzty of -
2id in dsz{‘rent states. " " 2

ot ".:i! Y- ¥ . A} "¢ \(( . N §

'Ihe 1971 ECS report foted a-marked variation in the distribution ,of federal

'student aid ftmds The total Un:.ted Stiltes Office of Education state allot-

- -

aents van.eévfroa a low of: $9 29 pcr,tmdergraduate in Alaska to $41.80 in .

-~

"Venont. e ;mthors concluded that Qhexé was only a marginal relationship
‘- between lzxels of poverty and the dzstnbutzon of student fmancial aid at
. the state Ievel. They suggested that states digtnbute the federal aid
‘ -

adollars to 1nstitut10ns instead of us:.ng ﬂ:he T giongl panels.

-



Y 1973, the Southem Regional - Educatlon Board (SbI—:B) reue(ved the net price
of college opportmutzes in the 13 som:hern re_yo!{al states (Dans, 1973) %
: 'I'hey estnated the unmet need of ezu-cgled students. 1n the ‘inst:.tuuonal sectors

L]

of each state. An estimation of umet’ need was denved by taking'_the cost

\
L.

of attendince- minus the expected pa:rental contnbutlon froa the College » ‘

Scholarsth Semce S tzlculatmn plus the student aid distributed in the
) . states, [Cost {Parental Contnbut:.on + Student A:Ld) = Net Unmet Need].

The remainder was declared "sacnﬁce" or net unmet need. Jerry Davis o
"fmmd the sacrifice was unevenlfdlstnbnted among the 14 states. -

b
In 1975, the anthor cowpleted a study on the disu'ibution of student aid

' based on 1972-;3 school year :.nfomm.on (John Lee et al., 1975). The pro-
zedn:re‘ followed was smlar to the Dav:.s study, except that it was done for

‘»lu‘.,
-
N

all the states. At thag time, it was estmated that 43 percent of the . - ‘- 1
student financial ne&d Was met by need-based noncategmcal student a:.d A
There was a gree}, deaj of- vmance arozmd that average. %Thg following ‘
" Nstates had students mth at least SS percent of all financial need met:
Jnd:.ana . Iowa, Kentucky, !-hss.tssipp:., North Dakota, West Vn'g:.nza anq.
. \ lyem.ng. On the other extremg, the following states had less than 33 -
cent of the gTross student neeé met: Alaska Callfomla, District of ¢
Co ia, Hassaclmsetts, Neu Hamps};ue -South Ca.13>11na and Utah. It was ) P
"again confzmed that needy students have widely dszenng opportmut:.es .

\

= “to Teceive aid, depending on the state in which they" atte_n;l college.

. . i i ..
- . . <, - t > ~

‘~The eérnegie Commission published The States and Higher Education in which )

~th reviewed‘ the roles of 'state,'fed,ei’zil a{_ld private sources in the_suw'
port of higher eéducation (1976). They point out that the three levels have




' ':fzmding of these three

., . - . \ " - : ‘ .. '
“ev .
States concentrate “Reavily on/supﬁort of inst
Nl — N
the federal government on sstudent assistance H ana resea.rch pro;ec‘ts and’pn

-

A

7 e

L3 .

) “'»‘ >
tut:.ons;

“» 7

déferen‘ mterests.

E ]

vate sources on student subsistence #nd support of '{ 1tut;ton)s

Y . e
,42 . «

State énd priv e su;iport tend to be enrollment driven vhile federal sup=

" port tends to be Troblem driven. They point out the retirniag véterans, - \

'spumik and civil Tights all provided inpetus to feddral efforts in post-

secondary educatlon. Beca:use federal effort is problem driven, it tends

20 be llore volatile than the other two. They expect the total public .

‘share to continue at 45~p3rcentfedeta1/55 percent state and logal. They © ° .,

ﬂo not address the question of ‘the vanabihty in gupport between states
afi{ the variation ih the proportion of support from federal state and

jprivate sources. o L - C - L
‘ * . E ’ L ) ’ - - > - . : .
In 1975, Ca:nggie publﬁ:shed The Federé.l Role in Postsecondary Education " e

which spoke nﬂre directly to the interstate equ1ty question. The report
is critical of “t‘he state alloeatmn fornulas in Supplenental Educational .
_Opportunity Grént -(SE0G), College Work Study (cHs) ami Na/t\:.onal Direct

Student Lodns (NDSL).. They believe that the formulas shotﬂd be mpd:.fied
‘ L

3o that euch institutzon receiyes the stme Shalf of its panel docmented
;u:ograns 'Fney ‘do not suggest how much change in <«

o

- zward ldvels ’this \rQuld Rean or how it might be pnt into pIace.

L4 ¢

% ’ : -

. There i§ general agreement on the‘point that the federal government and )

v .states should share respans:.b:.lirif for fmancmg postse@ndary educatipn .

ad.th private source’s\ ‘There has beén very httle work done docu- 3
mting the interstate hifﬁ-,rences ,in the ‘shaxes freg the three-kx

-nor hs's ’bhe:-e been much work on the spee:.ﬁc question of the dist ibution

es,

of student ‘sid douars other than to suggeSt that the state allocatfon
,.«;T,:. i o . ,e- .. 5‘ . N -
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° fevelopnent. It has been An the '70s that the states have begun to

'fomna.s for the tlu:ee :mst:.tut:.onally based prograns should be nod:.fled .

‘emerge as 31/1‘01‘281112&& group in the student 3id field. Now that all the .
. States have a program, they should becoaé‘ an’ even stronger fo:'ci:e in the

. :Eederal“dolla:rs to b%f‘racked to states&

be descnbed 1n.thz.s sectmn. These ;x.nclud:e average cost of attendance,

‘ ) 4 N ' | ° ' --
- -~ N _ . . >
"5-(' : . . - 4 -

"ﬂgrals, average unnet need :m the stabe, the average per*mpﬂa :mcomé B ‘, .

.
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There are several explanatlons for this lack of mfugat:.on on 'l;he d:.sm -
, % 1 .

buf:.on of student o;pportun:.ty amonig states.  Firsty federal Student aJ.d

programs were des;gned to aid student§ :l'here was cons:.deratlon of the ’
“mpact on mst:.tntlons ‘but little com:ern for the state 1£ve1 questions.

Second ,states were mot’ an edncatmn lohby -:m the early years of program

P

developaent of student financial a.1d prograns 'I‘hrrd _there g.s no ag:r:eed
atpon definition of what eonst:tutes a good d:v.stnbutmn to states. There

=

a:re nany ﬁctors that coui& be cons:.deréd in the distribution. . These include
-em?llment average income in: the state, coSt of attendance( state effort

-

o f:mance postsecondary edncaf:a.on :.nstltntlm;al mix, h;.gh school grad-o

uates and uportatmn/exportatlon of students. Fourth, there is a

lack of coherent nanagenent mfomtmn tha.t a.llmfs the dlsmbutmn of N

b ’
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States dszer on nmly every vanable that might be nportant in the o
distribution of stu&ent f:manc:.al aid. Several of those variables wlll

.-, 3

:Ei:aancial aid available through the :federal and state, student a:.d pro-

in'the state and the proport:.on of enryllnent under $12,000.
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’Ihe purpose of tlus, section®is. to. nake the d:.fferences between states

;exp];ic:,t and to dete:mme what the impheatlons\'of tt?se dszerence;
are for the prmsiorn of equal opportumty for, students In the follow-
B ,:mg Sect:.ons, some possxb]:e %asons for the d:.fference in dlstnbnt:.on

-

‘-

of federal student aid dollaxs‘ m.ll be presented.

-
.

'i-iost of the dm :u;ﬂus sectlen wa.s pronded by Daryl Carlson from

-2 study funded by theﬂfﬁce of Pla.nm.ng and Budget Eval- = .- . . - . Q

mtio:;, U.S. Offlce ef E&ncatmn. The data is in uned:l.tea and ‘nreleased
:fou Care should be taken in mterpretmg. these da;ta. The anaigs:l.s that

-

“shounld he done i3S to eompa.re the net-cost’ of attendanee -[Cost of Atten~
dance < (Pagental Contnbut:.on + Grants)-] for :mcome groups fori each of

L3

-several gross cost of attendance levels. (Gross cost is nereiy the tui-

" tion and fees plus the student's cost of living.) If done on a state-

by'—state basis, several thifigs could be ascezt'amed I-‘:Lrst, 1f low-

~

incone stqdents (famly income nnde:c 512,:9199 are fac:mg ‘the same net .‘ R
_ ' cost for similar m;tltutz.onai costs in dlfiéi:e\ﬁfﬁ states: - Second,
. the availabz:.lzty of s‘l:udent spaces at the various \qost levels. There
my be a problem in suppijr, not deﬁaand in some’ state\s. *Third, an analysisj
- of vfu.ch agency of govement foots the biil for the net cost could be
made. It ?ﬂd ‘be dlffenng Faportzons of local, state, pnvate and *
" federal dol«}axs “The basehne ‘would be the estmated cost of educat:on
:i:nthatse T L. R
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‘me data isTot avazlable to do th:.s a:nalys:.s on a state-by-state bas:.s
3

. @&t this gme, Two altemate neasures can be used in an attemptkto est:unate

k]

the rou.gh mgnitude of difference that exzsts on an aggregate basis.

-

»
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The.first is the average cost of attendance. Th:.s’ measure 1& as follows'
" 7lCost of Education - (Grants + LOans + Hork Study)] " This is 2 some- 4 . .

‘uhat different measm-e ‘than net price, wh:.ch is the. expected self-help - CE ‘
fro- the student after parents have contnbuted and grants have been ” -

aua:rded. Averagp pnce d1fferences would :Lnd:l.ca.te the p0551b111ty of

differences in et pricé also. =~ S ' .‘ .

L,

The seccnd measure of edncatzonal opportzm:r.ty to be used is aggregate g

unmet need. The steps in calculatmg aggregate unmet need for each '\', B :
“state are p‘resented in Appendix A. The measure g.wes an estmate of .
the level of sacnflce necessary to send a student to school It in-
" clpdes 2 measure of famly income mterpreted as expected famly contri- -

- bution and the cost of att‘enda_nce. : ;

- - o R ' . i

-

‘ There are several cntlczsms that have been Ieveled at both these measures o

-

of educatlonal op?orttmity. The basic problem is that the informaticn has
necessarily been dealt with on an aggregate foﬁ{v!hic}; hides what\may;:be.
inportant rela‘tionships, . In both cases, it might ;J_e ‘that 1ow income stu-
dents enroll with the help cfvlarge- student aid packages-which retuce

sbiotl; the average net price and the ummet need. It is assumed, however,
. O | ) ) .
that if major differences are found in the -aggregate measure"s, there is
. | o
‘-probably cause tqﬁbeh'eve that further bcrea:kdowns of the data by income

£

and sector would also reveal important dszerences. It is necessary -- if,

and when, the data 15 developed -- to descnbe~ the attendaqce r\tes by 1ncome-

level and mst:.tutzonal cost for each state and then compare each segmen{,

&
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Net pnce a.n\mmet need do represent dlfferent measures of state condi-
- y =~ T ———

tions. Net price c;Fe thought of as the potent:al cost of the educat1qn

tQ students cons:.dermg ‘enrollment. The umnet meed can be thought of as

°

the sacrifi‘ce of students attend:mg college in the stdte. .

. Umet need has several problems that constraq its usefulness. _First, .

8
X\ the expect famly contnbutlon is a ratz.oxung dehce, not an emp:.n,-
\ cally derivell system. People could contnbute more or 1ess to education

tlon mdzﬁates due to the whole host of mt1gat1ng ciréum-

’ “sStances. Secon
\ . ) . . . _
, estimates ‘for“st'udents attending institutions of different cost. There .

is no single éource of estimated income that captures all enr'olled stu-

dents. (The system used in the current mlculation ha.s been mcluded as

- Appendix A.) Third, unmet need descnbes the sacrifice of those cm:rently

) a:ttend:.ﬁé college. There 1s*ﬁq ‘way to estmate‘,the need of those who d:Ld

not attend- college due to flnanclal constra:mt-

X - -

Cost of Attenxénce . ;
. K ! ' -
'me first table in this sectzon, -Table 3, has the a.verage cost of atten-

dancg in eacﬁ sta.te. Thls Was derived by we1ght1ng each mst:.tutlon*s
budget 'for full-tme resulent students by the full-'t}pe-resu&ent enroll-

ment. For states and mstztutzona%ectors with no student budget data,

- .,4’

the nat:wnal average level was substrtuted 'I'h:.s gives the average cost
of a state res:ulent attendmg school m "the state as a full-time unde::-
graduate. The cost attendance f:.gure is followed by a fz.gure of ‘total .
student azd per full-tme equzvalent Th:.s :represents the awprage sum

of 211 graxpts, work and Ioans a;zulable % the state based on 1975-76 chs-

tributions of federal and state dollars (BEOG SMSL, GSL, CHS and |

- -

u"-

L\ RN
m‘.‘_

> the ynmet need calculation is dependent on the income )




S _* state grants) These ‘aids are given to bbth 1n-state a?d out-of-state .

' , students. 'l'he next column is the ammmt of the tdtal award- package ava11-
. : able as-a grant The iast column is the average cost }f attendance, wh:r.ch ) ‘
is mely the cost of, attendaqce mnus the- state and federal stf:dent di -

.
RS - - . . \, . . . i .‘_-
. . x . . .
-~ - . * " . e - . .
A r o .
- -

’Ihe h13hest average cost of attendance for a state, $3,676, is> in Massad\
"‘setts.ﬁ (\’fashlngton, D. C. has a cost of $3, 886) M1551551pp1 Teports the
lowest cost of attend;ﬁ'lce at $1, 885. A dz.fference of $1,791 £rom the cost

of attendarice in Massachusetts. These extremes bracket a natmnal average
NN \ .
’ cost of attendance figure of $2,636. . )
» " . = . e-

. A

. The average amount of studeut a1d ava:.lable q.n 1975-76 on a FTE basis was

.w

© 1

5394. “The range went from $1, 159\111 Maine ‘to $128 per student in Utah. . .
y v - ’

“The ran‘ge spans 81, 031 - The size of the gward thdt is ava:.lable in the

7

form of grants varies from a high of $529 in Maine (New York has the second ’ -
iughest grant size at $261) to 4 Yow of $38 1n ﬂawau. ,As BEOGs have begun o =%
to provide a larger share o£~ the student fmanczal a:r.d package, these -

ﬁgures have changed Howevex:, smce there is nov state breakdom of BEOG
axards for cxmrent years,_ it is not f&s1b1e to determine the changes in -
grants at the state level, : \’ C ) T .19 ; ’ -

., . . [
* e’ .

On the average, out-of-pocket pnce of attendance is reduced by student aid- . .
; \igy $294, w:Lth $127 of that !n grants. The dlfference in cost between . .
" Hassachusetts and H:Lsszss1pp1 was reduced to $1, 706 a decr’ease of $85 i
_ fron the dszerences before a1d was d:.strlbuted.\, 'I'he d:.stnbutmn of R
Y : 3tudent aid has not acted to reduce the variance :m the pnce avazlable ’

to Students in the various states. . . A ) o o
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:ﬁ State -

}.__i o s

"'-Mahu}

Aas” -

.. -Rrizona.
. -frkansas
~Galifornia
Tolorado .
: ~Connecticut
:Délnare
» Distriét of Columbia
Florida .

X

Seargia .

. _HawEid

Tdako £
I1Tinots

Iowa »
- fansas

- Kentucky

. -Louisfana

§~ Maine
-Maryland ‘.
Hassachusetts

* ~Klechigan :
Kinneso

ta
Kississippt
Kissourd
Fontana
-Kebraska

— _-ew Hazpshire

Bew Jersey | -
- New Mexico

o Yog is
Laroina -
. Dakota
Ohfo” . ‘

v Oklahoma

. Pemnsylvania

. BodeIsland  °

- South Carolina,
South Dakota

e

Utah .
’:t infa

... Tirginia

N ‘a-&shfggm

« "~ West Virginia
=~ Risconsin.

Wyoming
-
-Average

" —Standard omacf(a’n

+

Restdent Ave’;aé'e

Tost”

of Attendance (Full--

~ JYime Undergraduates)

% .3\3’?.57“

State and Federal Student! A

. rer N

Fg2,7 $ 29
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2,60 - =+
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$-196.27

_« Resfdent Student - . -

4 Average Cost
" Grants Per _'E ._0f Attendance °
5N - 56. .. -
9] .. 20“9 T
.+ 853 - 1,501 —-
- . 1&“ . -‘}:%. . ' . } 4
& A ol
- 57 ,-2‘529“ .
. & 2,226 - . e
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S Even if the table does not do mu‘ch toward helpJ.ng us underst«a{nd why the o

, differences should' ex:.st 1t Taises severaI questmns. ‘In terms of. vt
- ;'\‘/) the d:.stributlon of student aid,- why. does Utah get so Tittle per studént
while Maine gets so nn,{ch? Other” states ‘with- small per student share are.
' Hawaii (8184), Tdaho' ($191) , ‘Ariagnat ($204), North Carolina ($216) and
V:rgirua ($225), ‘On the high end of the spectr;,nn w1th.Hame is New Mexlco -
- " ($877), Ill:mozs ($726), Permsylvama ($665), _Vermént ($663) and Call-
“fornia ($654) These two groups of state$ are also different in- the
‘p‘roportibn of tlfe~award that is in grants. The high award states have{
a average of 37.2 percent 'of the awards in grants, above the average ' .
for th’e naz{on, while the low award stat’es have 30 0 percent in grants, -
.'below the nat:.onal average. - A possible expla:natmn of the dz.fferences I

'_is that four of the six h:.ghf-award states have developed comprehensz.ve .

) state grant programs that account for their relat1ve1y high proportion

Ly L f 7 . N

< e of grant awaré. . T ) . . N
'j ,: The*flgures suggest that the ava11ab111ty of aid is umevenly dz.stnbuted

-

mong the states and the type of aid fhat is. availab,‘le differs widely.

.

Maine students have the ‘price of attenda.nce reduced through student a:Ld

- - /\ on t‘he' average of 38 percent, “while the students :m Utah can expect

-,

a‘reductlon of only 5. 6 percent “The national average reductzon J.S

N N »

.« . -

7149percent.— A . : o,

\ . . . . . .
. . . ’

- . . .': e ¢ . 'L. ‘ '.‘
. . - - -

It is not pos\ilbIe &t this gn to‘explain why the distrihution is'so

=umeven. " There are sevéral “possible explanatmns. First _there is the

.

. B -'poss:.b:.hty that student f:.nanc:.al need 1s not reflected 1n the nét .

) "price figures. Vanatioﬁ‘in the income of attendees could result in - ‘
g et ) e ¢ roo -
- ;phmggd‘ne_ed. 'I'hat possﬂnl:.ty is mvest:.gated in the next- talzle. .

x s i ‘ .
. N
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R ' Seéﬁgd/tbe sophzst:cat:on of md offrcers in apply:mg for a:.d varies in _ .

- . c .

- Vo ’«different Tegions of the country result:mg in greater or lesser possibil-
R '.‘ityofawards Thixd, therenightp_/culturalbzasesagamsta;dasa_ .o
; Coos :fornsof welfare or federal intwference in-local affa:-.rs. Pm.trth federal .

- ké ‘policy may b:.as‘the d:.stnbut:.on -of azd These nu.st rema:m as speculatzon_

)

~at'thecurrenttme ol " - . , co T e
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. Thimet Need o e ;',f'\ o

T ' £ost of attendance :r.nt‘i'oduces only ane aspect of student fmanc:.al ﬁeed -

. ZIf':'.n' “ high in astate.and‘the:tnatmn is Iugh, it ‘may’ be 1ess of
. ahardsh:.p to attend thaninastat&aﬂxeretnitlon and :ﬁcome e ( :

-are- .g.ow.s An altemmve measure to ffet price is, "umnet need "‘ Unnet )

~

. zaeed is adenvedmm%erthat captures both'parental contrzbutron‘tb edu- ‘ .

~:«-:catmn and- cost of educatz{ 'i’he d:.ffere;nce between cost and ab:.l:.ty to .
N E y in suple terms, is thé met needs the cqst of attendance mcreases
) fmly mcoue (and tlm.s expected

SR »' a;eed mcrecses. Host fedeml: st'udent -fmanc:.al aid is’ d'esngned to reduce

’_'_y contrzimt:.on) decreases, ‘unmet

> o . "the Ievel\f unmetneed” for low-incc:le student It is poss:.ble for a high
. :incone fmly*to .have a h:.gh*rate ofzmnet need, d’ue 1:0 high cost | of atten- .
- aﬁance, but not be eligrble for any fe)deralsub51d1e§. 7 « -t L

. ;- L4 * - . . . . ., . R B
- E R

LT The data :‘ui ”fabie 4 is He:;iv}ed ?a:gn Dezyl Caxlsc}n's ¥ork. {The, calcnlétfpns )

7, { ' :Eor umlet need in each state m:e presented in Append:.x A.J 'Ihe first =

I
mlm J.S the averagei umnet ne;d of resrdeut :Eull-t undergraduate students. o

-~

‘Ihe second columm mdiCates the percentage of the state residents attendmg
s’

. -:eollege in a %ate mth a famly mcone below $12 000“ The 512,000 and

* A

:under range was pxcked' because it represents ‘a poptﬂat:.on that is generally

“y
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_ .“ | eligibiC for m’i based student aid prograns 'fhere :.s, as one wuld s N

. e:q:ect a pos:.t:we rqlat:wnsh:.p between ’the average umnet need f:.gu:r:e and
the proport;wn under $12,-000 because the mcone of enrnlled stu&ents is )

. one facformd:.nestmaxmg

- . rs
. - B

.. 'av?ﬁeg&,per w.pita :nco:e of the state. 'ﬂns :Eigure i:rondes aa:ough

need. - 'erﬁnalcolmhststhe . ' N

:hdiéatidn of the genera:’r. wealth n-tﬁe state, LT

$

T "qu- 1975 per* capita incoae Ievelsmmtexmalanfomumthat)allws

eo,

L N ~ ¢
) :uith a Iow yer cap:.ta. :.ncone (lessthan $4,sfm ?er yea::) are Alabama,

R 2 ArkaQsas, H:.sszss:mpp:. a:nd Ne« Hex:.co. ﬁiﬁ income stat;s {over $6,500)
A 8
) *:a::e AIaﬂ;a sttnct of Colmbza, Hmfm Illma:.s, ﬂew Jersey and New

- York. .The two noncont:.guous states and ~the Dlstnct of Colunbia a:re :
B *speeial yroblen cases.

—

. -ﬁcqne Becausenoststudentazd’progransmleoutstud@mthhgh
g - jnco-es, eveniftheyhmrehlgn’need studentsmthh:eea;easd?

 They have h:r.gh ummet need and hlﬂz ‘per cap:.ta

- 4 -

‘ﬁotseemtobewellsewedbymtfedeml?m ams T

P , .

- , r
e‘“’ = ) -~

/\ ’Theaverage enrollment of stndentsnthminconemder $12 000,1544 '

«

. ~
3 . _,:fpercent.‘ It ranges fron a;ingh cf 88 'percent mArkmsis and' 86 percent

T ’:En Hissis..zpp:. to é'low of 25 'perceat m‘ﬂash:mgton and 27 percent in
'Ui:gima ‘There isa negatrve co’zrnlatmn of - :{44 betueen the pro
; -t e /Dthe state‘ This ueans that the’ percentage of students enroned under '

) 312,000 increases. as the peT cap:.ta incone decreases. )
L, ; LA - <

= ‘_." a "%&imu need mmber 15 the/?st npmant mfona:tion forznalytzcal “pur-
f z ] . qu’es The pzoporfz.on of til \jnrolled populanon with income under $12,000 and . .

7

/

:the general personal uealth levels of the state to.bs. estimated. States e

- 1.

. L. ﬁon of the enroilment mder§$12,000 and, the a;verage per camp incone in¢ /

B ’,
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s mmetneed ﬁgure vanes ndelyﬁonalowof $289 mFlonda toa -

4
N

Iu.gh of $1‘,233 in llb.ss:l.ss:.ppl (ﬁist:nct of Colunbia is $1 SBZJ m.th a
wionalaverageof$828 ’merange:.s$844 as:tgm.ﬁcant smwhen:f SO
s relesbered that tﬂ'e average cost of attendance m the nation is $2,636

Umet need r@resents th‘e sa.cnﬁce that 1s necessary for a’ t to

' aﬁend school. ‘me mmet need is re&uc'ed by the ava.:.labzh.ty of stﬁent " |

f&nanm.aLa:.d Gmts prov:ule a ::edntt:on in unmet need while loans and

* “work oppornmt:.e_s prmde an easing of the ;:uedzate ‘burden.

- ilﬂ'dersta:ndmg the linita:t'ions on these

o ~=awar& ‘The follawing tables (Tables 6 and 7} present &QSZ states mth
o€ 'the state's sha:ce of the asrard subtracted from t’he total of those seven,

‘:ndﬁozthnakotae
. ::verzge grant conpozhmt, while Horth Dakota is nghtvig the .average grant
. . . y “ « * +
. - - . - 1 . .
, “ B et . ' ‘ S . s .- .
: 281 . ) :

7;ztetha;tthe°actualawarduas1essthantheexpecte&award Thereare A

K- ¢ o .t

:
ers, 1t is st(l/ ?ossz.b]:e £ 4] '
develop a general sense of the dlffe:en S that exist between states an&
~how the d:.stnbut:ron of fede:ral student aid a.ffeg:ts those dlfferences.
“One suggested cntena for d:st:nbutio’n of federal student a:.d is that each
stateshouldhavethemetneedreduned by the same propor:ionas the .

‘national average -- $828, as J.nd:.cated in Table 4. That neans that s‘tu&ent o
md £i115 roughly 48 percent of the mmet need 111 the nation. - . ]

’ - - a

I'4

If'this Standkrd were apphe& to the pnnet need in each of the states,
L - V
d:l.stiibution would be as seen in Table 5 The égat:we mmbers ind:.- .

-

Seven ‘states w:.th an actml award of at least SZQO more than the ,expected
/

4

—ély fonr a:wabwe the $200-1evel after. the state awa:rd sharg is-sub-.

't:mcted 'mey are the statfs of Cahfom:,a, Haine, New Mexico . ° ) ,"‘_

-

C&lifornfé.—,/ Ha:me and New Mexico have a Iarger "than
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. orth Dakota " 295 SR 9 -, Tz

‘!eve‘ls as’ wm §n Table 6. 1/t is 'worth noting that all the states in this

: average enro'nment from the under $12,000 category apd are sp'h‘t between ,high

- - re —
: /-
3
. ‘. . - -9
R = . -
.- o )
< =
e -
2 ,‘ » Pl
A I S -
- < -
1’ABLE 6. .. se T
- ~
- - -

7 State Award Total Federal |
Galiforsa  © fzm0 - ”. US4 g .

-

-
- . .
£ - - -
. L4 ~
. - .

azonnecﬁcut” - 216 . 35 . a8

N

i.'I‘!HnoiJ o2 . oW - I \ ©
Haine a rZ B I el /" EEA S
félewnelico " 425 .0 425 7

\d ) : .
“Yermont . .202 ...t 116 | 86

,-\ [« ° ' . <
?hem/\re six statés that /mgeivg at ‘ieast L200 ‘Iess thanexpected award: .

-category have very modest state grant programs. ATI of these hawe more than. = ¢ ‘, |

and'!ouincomestates A o e

’ * -
. - .

P A - R L .
-~ -

»}H /. .. TMRIET
' “STATES WITH AT LEAST $200 LESS AID PER FTE. THAN PREDCTED '
C . - - ‘ . L . ~ LT . . - »7 \\ .
* - <Amount Under R ST
State ’ * Expected Award = = State Award ~ Jotal Federal
Jﬂabama - 3,2 $ | S§s2

¢ ’ 'd

‘,ﬂtis‘k’a o . T ) 0 - e

hriensas < -ze . 4 . a9 e

~District of Colwbta .~ -5 © o wam
f ‘\\;Hawaﬁ . 'ﬁii rv -583 e 2 " *683 “
Mississippi” -7 & . =T {,
\(od T ] -30-33 = R
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size for the nat:.on. « New Hex:.co is the only low-income state on the

With the except:.on of North Dakota they all‘ have dess enrol t under
< $12,000 than the average.‘ The high-award states can_ be chamctenzed as

:elad:ively xea.lthy states that are not semmg an outs:.ze share of low-

- - e i

" dncome’ students.’ o o T .

P4

A

Alaska, District of Colmmbia énd Hawaii, as indicated earlier, all pose
‘ -special problems. ~The high cost of living in Hawaii and A¥aska drives a

“the wmmet need figure higher for students in these states than students

dn similar ‘situati s in mainlznd areas. }bststudent aidpro_g;ané.giv’é L.

=preference to low-i students as opposed to:srtudentas with high unmet
eed. Therefore, they get very little -stude;nt aid. The Distri.ct of Colun—
bia is a problem hecause most st‘udents matd pnvate schools at Iu.gh-cost

““which drives the average up. It's really not a state and to a large? degree .

«draws students from surrounding states. !

— —

i - < .
It is important to note that these low-awird states have very modest state, -

ided student financial aid>could help ézo'se
that the increases in the BEOG program

\1:5.11 provide a great deal of aid\to students inm at least three dg the states --
Elabana, Arkansas and Mississippi — ;ﬁu.ch enroll many loy-income '
=students a:id the’BEDG award schedule is pmial to low-income appli:f:ants.

(8 - ‘

a‘dl of the states, with the exceptz.on of Hikszss:.pp:., have a lower th}n average

g

-gnnt pa.ckage. Miss:.sszppz is $20 higher than the national average\. At the
S
sext:.‘eles, it app that federal student aid )has done 1ittle tc\%ect E. the

- %

;*ﬂifferences tional opporttm:.ty zmong the'states._

‘Hw current nat)tonal d:.stnbut:.on of student a:.d is not predictable

by the cost of age_yzncelr the Ievel of u)nnet "need present in the state.

-
s
’

SV

0 7-31- 34;
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Ehfocane;usions“&e& ested: W conside:
in Hawaii ana Alaska\in tzlcuaaxmg théir fam.l contnbntzon,,an& states

. ati.th:i:ninal stat'é_.ﬁttﬂcﬁt aid pm_gra:s deve greater effort m that .
3 - ‘ & ~;. © - .
-®Tea. - . -
- ‘*«‘ ’,. - \

) mderstandtheuaysmuhichthemneylsdwmbgtedmthe seva:a.l

*I‘here J.s.strong mdence that at the aactreues, the uealtluer states are,
:ecezvﬁxg a larger shareo of stndent 31& than the low-mco-} states, AIaska
lhwaiz and tIre D:Lstnct of Colunb:.a are e::c:ept:mm;r - o T

"v' v - -~ . -

- i
,u o

tion 'be g:.ven to res:.dents

“The nex;’ section is a description of current student aid programs and how.
~they are distributed. The federal government provides over 80 percent of ot
1] the student aid mney m the country It is, therefore, mportmf, to.

LV - o * A s \\ . S
. Lﬁ . - o - H . '
-According to the Congressional Budget Office (CBD) (1977) > the federal T

*governs ' has three go inpostseconda:ryeducatwn 1 equa.lztyof .
ﬂpportnnlﬁ‘-for low-ircome students @ ease of fmanc:.al bur&ens for
families su;:portmg ch:.ld:r:en in college, and (3) to 'help keep inst:.tntzons _ . &
:ﬁ:mncially al:we and productzve. To reach fhese goals , the federal govern- B '
=ment prmdes $7.9 bmlon to st-;&ents $4.8 bﬂlzon to mstztut:r.ons and ’ .
*$1.7 billion in tax subsidies for 2 total of $14.4 bnuon. [ estisateg B ‘
’.that 51.2 percent oﬁ tfhe tota.l helps provz.de equality of opportumty, 3‘;,‘ )
_ percent helps pronde mstztutmnal capacita.es and 15.5 percent eases the

mauczaibu:aen. ., ) R

ar - - - & [

[ PR
’I’I'

- L - - . - . ,'-, A

ms Paper has been lmted zo d:.swsg:.on of funds pmvidmg eqnal:.ty of -
zppor:um.ty and !asmg the ﬁnanc:.al burden. Speé:.fzcany, ?se aré the

’C,*f.‘, o . . i ke
s . 4 - < -
\’_-“.“ - :
5. 3 - - ~
_ . - . ’ d
. - 2
Y . = 7
H . .
by . - _
- £ . = -
i ' -32- |
oo - r
- 4% z
. 4 4




£

>

(TS

-

- - - o - * -
- - ra- S . - M - N i B
LS '."‘,.v T R - - - 7’1 -
£ - - - - - - - r T

L]

- N

. 7 - -
- . ——= v .335' 3 ) » ; ) -
A ~ o~ . - - ‘; - - i -

: oo | 2 .
six federal Office of E&ucatmn prograns o¥ student ﬁnangial aid plus the
state student grant' p;:oﬁrams 'Ihe najonty ‘.;‘eder?l' Student..énancial
aidthat 1s prov:.ded bythe Veterans Admm.strat:wn anﬁSoc:.&I Secunty
Jeft ont. ‘ o - - -

* .
‘.; _’.7‘_» o — . O -’ ., ¢ ”
- '. . I i B - bd . -
K]

P m—re— e . ~

.. The office odencatmn:prm&& somm'ofmns;postseconaaxyedm

ﬁonmneyfosmdentsanathere:mmgmpacwttomsumons The
total for studenmt ass:r.stance uas $2.5 b{i1icn in 1975-76, the year of the
ﬁausedmthzspaper. mls;ncludesm:ﬁeloanvozmmthecmanteea
Student Loan Progras$ (GSLP) m;l;tthemeyhemg Tecirculated in the
Jational Direct Studentloan?rograt QOSLP). The-:xpecﬁedamlability

. 0fstudent financial azdmthese‘progra:s by1978-79:.sest1n:edto be -

$4.3b11110ﬁ {basedonfa{)estnaigs), evenmrezfcm-rent effon:sto -
libneaue federal awards are successful. The :apzd govth'ﬂf the student

Y

-2id prograis makes it d:.f,ﬁmit to yrm&e an u;)-t e base foranalyszs, S

especiany on a .state Iegeli because the dat,a lags byabmrf two yea:rs.

Table 8 :epresents the dolla:rs appropnated for the f:.ve major federal
- N

student 3id ;progran’s in 1975-76. .

-
-~

' The .federal State Student Incentive Grant Progzaé-(SSIGP) deserves.somd
:axtra explanation. ’Ihe ;&ogran was develope& 4as an mdncelmt to help -
:mvolve ‘the states in ax least a mnml,student grantprogran The .. -
,states are funding $746 nlhon’:m grants this year, nth $645 nllion o
-:in grants Iast year and 5510 mll:on in 1975-76 This includes a federal

) -sha:e of $60 nlhon in th:.s yezr, 544 :nllzon in 1976-77 andca szo nlhan '

3hare in the 1975-76 school year, SSIG co-ﬁnses less than mght percent
of 311 the state need based gzapts.‘ ,"fhe dollars are mevenly divided

&
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ﬁational nmctsmdent Loan Plogran® {Ensx.)

-

x

- $ 327,424,000

~

fiederally Insured Student Lomn Progran (FISL) " "1;248,000,000 ’
Colleg.& ¥ork Study (CNS) - " 420,000,000
-~ - \
$upp1enental Edmm::.onal Opportunity Grant- (SEOG) 240,300,000 ,
Bésic Educational Opportunity Grant -(BEOG) R . 356,537;0ﬁ)
“TOTAL o | . $2,542,261,000 -
- 1 ’ ., o ‘
23516 15 included as part of the state -based | programs.; “
*b'ﬂu.s znclndes only new federal dollars gozng to NDSL. It is estmated
’tha:t there is :r:oughly 5200 mhon more rec:.rwla;ted by :Lnstitutmns ‘
"'naa from Daryl Cazlson, 1977. .. ¢
~. ..o .
T Source: Based on data from USOE Fact Book, 1976. * : ‘ o
R P . . X . i ‘ [
‘ - -/
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;tlong states aith New Yorlc Petmsylvam.a, Illmozs, New Jers?y and Cal:.-

. :Eornia providing nearly two-tlurds of all awards The basm SSIG ‘allotment

- , ~

to a state is based on enrollmernt in the sta.tes. If a state cannot natch

.,

1

—:!:ts allotnent fund,s are reaIloted to the renamlng states on the ‘basis .

A

=of the ‘same a. Th:.s program is unique in that zt is the only federal:
~=;:rogranthat ea.lls rstates mto direct parlmersmp with the fedéml ,government.

~

T A
J"‘“

In the field of student aid, there is not a clear federal policy towa.rd )
) -f‘states. “The prograns were developed at d:.fferent times on the basis of ‘
*schzﬁg:mg studént and mstrtutlonal needs .The BBOG is aimed directly at
=students the SEOG, NDSL and CWS prograns are coord:.nated at the reg:.onal
Jevel with funding directly to :mstltutzons A state Allocation formila is

imilt into each of the three prograns as the only state mvolvenent. The

J::wtory of the GSL progran mdlcates the federal’ gwement's anb:.valence -

. . “~toward states. States developed the basic model of guaranteed loans which

-ﬂta.s used to develgp the federal progran The onglna.l federal leglslatzon
r'gm‘em:v.ng GSL ,programs na.de 1t less e:gpensu@ for states to depend on- the

’£edera1 gua:rantee system than on a sta\ systen until 1976 At /that point,
‘:‘:'ederal leg:r.slatlon *prov:.ded strong mducenent for sta.tes to set. npguarantee ;
agencies iﬁ"h 1 of the federal programs Some observers percelve. this, a.long

\

f—ﬂdth the growth of the SSIG progran,as astep closer to a federal recogrutlon

»*

ﬂof a state-federal-mstitutmnal partnersh:.p in stndent aid tha.t has existed
S -

~dn the. past. : P L - - 'j..».,_,

S e . ¢ A .
*The 1975-80 higher education aneﬁdnent's‘ will provide' an opportunity for
; £mgre5s to develop a r.:learer p??mre toward s‘{:he state's role in student

iid In the time between now and then, there needs to be a thorougﬁ reueu
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' T ’:hzt relains a safe assm:pt:l.on.

Ny
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4
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1

L engthen the 5516 progran and rmew the mpact- of- BEOG

‘d

-dist:nbuted .directl

)

ftat\ss The cooperation "of.lending agenc:.es seeas to be more impor- J

. jtdnt in the d::.stnbut:.on of these dollars than federal’ policy. States vuth

y to students. The avazlabihty of GSI. varies wz.dely
<gmong

the-least Gil. ftmds per student, in rank order, in 1974 were: South Ca.rollna

“North Carolina, Utah Fyoming, Idaho, Arkansas and Georg:La. These states e

also enroll more low-income ‘students than 'che nat:.onal average. States = 7

m&ing the most GSL funds per sﬁudent ‘Were Illmo:Ls, Pennsylvam.a, New .
A

. York, Colorado and NOW 'I’hese states have fewer 1ow incone stu- :
dents em:olled than the national average. The ava:ﬂ‘abﬁzty of loans is

*mot assocmted w:.th any cha.ractenst:.es of need or cost of educat:.on in
B}
the sta.te. . ' " ’ C

~

. o~
- . :
-2 ¢

It is still too early to assess’the full mpact of BEDG at the statL level.
| It is not po.é,szbre to analyze the state devel distribution of these funds
:since 1975-76 becanse the data 15 not available. 'I]n that year, $37S m.ll:r.on 7
-EMas appropriated for the program Cun-ently, over $1.7 billion is available
*-tﬁrough the BEOG program. What Iit‘tle :mfomatmn there is on- the ba.sic ’

;zrant prqgrat :mdzcates that-it is highly correla‘ied m.th the propornpn of

i
able,

-

-

’ 1iov-ineone enrollment m the.state. Until better infoz;matipn is avail

in. pro-
g student fmanc:.a}; ;ud Spec:.ﬁcally, it m.ll be a tme to revaew T
3 cess of state guarantee loan agenczes, change the alloca;::.on fomulas E

) ‘ - :ESd to dlstnbute to states the tnpart:.te programs‘ funds (CHS NDSL, SEOG),

[

.ow
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The th::ee mstitut:.onally ba.sed yrog:ams funds ﬁ'oméCollege Wo;t Study-
' (ons), Supplemental Edncatmnal Opportumity Grant (SE06) and NDSL -- @re
311 d:.smbuted to states' oni he baszs of enrollnent and theu d::nded

. -

along th‘s mstztutmns on the bas:.s of docmlented student need " Each of

- 2

:the three ;)ragrams has a sl:.ghtly diffepent state allow,tion fomla. In
:3.11 these prograns there is a IOIPm-cent (bmiss:on’eg:'s set-asa.de wh:.ch
mbe used with aﬁm.m.stmlve d.:.s;retmn. The Comss:.pner's sei;-asz.de '
—is used to brmde extra awards to states with the greatest levels of umnet

*studezrt need afteﬂthe initial funds have been allomed. The 10 percent
i )
set«p.s:.da 1s dlsmbuted such é way as to bring the high-need states up to
. . A

—

32 Tommion mn:mm level of unmet student need. - -

% . 4 -
e B
= o e

. “There Jhas been tri‘ticisn of the {tdte allow(.tign:'fpauftﬂés on the general

" basis that the allocation of money based on enrollment (with the ;xception

mé/)_,_dne&aot*;ﬁfé that the neediest students will be sexved actoss
~the country The second criticism :l.s that the‘ﬁpercent Com:.ss:.oner

_ '—*set—as:.de be m:.pulated by states that overstate the student needs

- fat the insti J:ut:.onal level. The a.l?loatmn formulas are open to, leg:.i

T ative change in the next rmeh‘ of the higher: e&uca:t:wn alendnents. .

‘:'m.ere are suggestmns for chaa;ges in these pmgrams in the next sectwn y
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\ . rthisunemxal/dastnbutmmghtbeexplamed. - o T C e f"
S Fﬁml policy.is b:.ased in faver of certain states and aga.;nst othécs. ' B
2. Instltuuons wlthm t‘ne state doq;_ot :nanage a:.d progmms ina vay that ’

o ) * ﬁnsures the apﬁropﬁate award leyel forstu@ents attendmg ::n the state. "i}_i )
. | 3. There may be cultm'al biases aga:mst utilizing student 2id in some 7e/ons. ) _,:
< 4, Qn#afe cap:.tal for the GSL p;ogram may 1ot be equally mzlla.‘ble across ‘

- ‘- B » -

*tﬁe oountry. ‘ . . ) :
. B

LS ) - . . ) o= s, i &

In varying degrees', ’it is —Eossible that &11 'four of the :L‘easéns may be.
» gorrect - dependz.ng on wh:.ch a:.d program :Ls.-observed. "Each of the prograns

' o :a:red:.stnbutedto students m&fferentmmer. It,:.simportantto
. ’. -stand .some of the specific factors that mﬂaeﬁce d:.stnbut:.on o?*ﬁ&

" -the states. These individual program Tules are renewed in this ,sect:.on, ..

o 14
’ - = * * . ER) 4 -

:
- -

‘ < ) Quaranteed Student Loan Prpgram (GSL) L . ) T T _- o .

.
s

" There is no §tate allomtmn. fomula :m*t}e GSL proga:am. “l'he' :

I'

e 7 ﬂe 'program in a state depenas on the cooperatmn [ lenders_' .

sy ’,A, ’\>

{:@ _ faﬂevelop a guarantee agency, there is the opportmty to work more cIcsely ‘ ‘ "
' < ;aith lepders to” mcrease the loan ‘volume.f *Othér chang in the program . N

- =
b ef

-~ . . R

'5hould ,mcrease the' attractlveness of the p:l.'ogram to lenders, T}us mclu@es '
"the ex:.stence of the Student Loan Market:mg Assoe:.at’ion (Sall:.e Hay), : ) " , _;-_s

e . » A s *

e *secondary loan ma:rket. and more lz.beral !nferest ﬂtes ta lenders. Every

*effort shou:[d be made to :mform Ienders of the ;.mprovemmts in the prog?am

f . - B .
@speclany'in those states wz.th a‘!‘aow vol‘}me. : " .. - ) To-




Basic Educat:.on Opportiity Grants (BEOG): ;
" ~
‘I‘here are state dz.fferences in thé dlstnbutzon of BEOG‘ dollars. Low ‘\

= n‘xx

income states tend to have"% larger share of ba51c grant reclplents than-

high- (Ws. Given the' aims of the program, this is a prechctable
'*aoutcone. The BEOG program f:ould l:e changed to aid dszerent mc;ome-groups

‘ m:award stud’ents d:.ff@rentl}' in hlgh-' and low-cost institutions.

~of these changes would‘ alter the ,d.z_stlzbntmn Jf BEOG .dollars among states.
t of the BEOG pa:ogram it is not ’

ear thav'there shauld be a concern with the state level dzstnbut:.on of

-“BEOG dolla::s. It s necessary, of course, that states help msure that :

J’x

.<.' b
he BEOG are recezvecl m the state. Most states, now requre a

£BOG application with 2 state grant’ appl:.mtion. _'I‘his should ‘become ei@a/

- -

LY

- =moTe widespread as the common a;ppllcatzon form is used. =

“There 1s one except:.on to the state allocation of basic grants‘ ‘that t:ans

-+

cends the BEOG program Students atteﬁdmg school in Hawau and Alaska

Seem to%ce:.ve | smallér share of federal ﬁmds becanse o/f*the :mflated Ly

1ost of hv:mg in those states. The needs analys;s system used to deter-

mne :Eamly contnbutzon should take this problem :mto accou t.\ It would

" appear the financial need of students in these states ard being |

-

ti1 grams National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) , S'upplement.alv
-Education Opportunity Grants (SE0G), College—ﬁork-Stud{ {CHS)

There are four programs that have a state allocation forxmla. to.. d:.str:.bute

WSS
wnex to the states -~ the NDSL SEOG, .CHS and’ the State Student incent:.ve

-Grant (SSIG) pmgrams The SSIG -program mll be discussed in the next

' ————, .
. 3

5ectim. 'I‘hcse formulas, presﬁnted in the Iast sectdon of the paper,_ha\'re

>

o~
- :‘\/

»
ey

-
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- been cri1:1czed‘as a factor that d:.sto%ﬁ the d:.stnbntzon of aid to need;y .
) v T ”students. n order to understand How these :Gamlas mght d:.stort the d:l.s— .

© !
. tﬁ.btmion of a:.d: to sta:tes, it :.s helpful to Teview the operatlon of the

,“"ﬁ -

f - A'_~ - formlas m anore sgeczﬁc nanner. o B < B _ fﬁ
T L ek . S 1'_ -,.i v ‘ L
Co ) A11 three programs use a shghﬂy &1£ferent’ ﬁctor in the dzstrzbutlon of 7

. ﬁmdsto states. Houevef, Sﬁpercent ofthefm&s;nzach'progrmare ' T )
' ""_aﬂistributed as follows' ) C o I L -

[y

(1) CKS allocatgs money t0 states on the bas:.s of ﬂu:ee factors 7
v {a} fu‘,ll-tne degrée cred:.t and ncntdeg'ee credit enroliment mciuding T

metzes, : . . ] L o
- . L] * - ) - LA

(b) the total est:mated mmber of - Iugh school ~gradnztes, . ] . i

*

Ic) 1113 nunbef -of related ch:.ldren:under 18 in families w:.th anrmal

,‘ . dhcomes of less than’ $3 000 :|.n*1969 o — _‘ .z..'"_,

- IZJ The SEOG funds are allocated on the bzs:.s of the states“ shm'es of
fﬁn-t:.ne and” FulI-tme Equivalent (PTE) enro‘llment in iu:gher educatzon.

PR XY

) ') 'Ihe NDSL funds ave dietributed on~the ’hms of the number of ful-l—tme -
i ) o :mi H‘E mollnwni "'hi,%: eduw.tion aml adjusted full-tne au:qil— oA
T 7; :lentmpropnetaryschools. ,‘ S ‘- .- . ' r T ,2": _ “r
A s . . . . - - . T .."_7 5 -
- %e":énﬁniﬁg 10 peréent of the = é; in each yrogran is”alloéa:be& ammng '
- +he states accordmg to0 cntena estebhshed by the Comss:.onerpf }E&ucatzon \

‘ - _7 :hdth the prov:ts:.on that all States mll :recerve a‘t Iea.st 'the Ievel oftheﬁ‘

;,' T aallotnent 1n 1972‘ (Th:.s onl uences the-RDSL progran ) The progran . ;
; T ‘:‘egul’a:t:mns outhne a proceduxe by ﬂh:l.dfuthe Comsszoner d;stnbntes the .

B , j mining mney to the states :.nczn'nng the Jowest percentage .of the'zegzonal

’\‘ ’Pﬂﬁps sﬁggested ftmdmg Ievels. ’I‘his establishes a wmiformn W f&dable o

fstate percentage of d cmnented student nee& oo - ', ﬁ -
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L - m& pmel rev:.ew of Qx&:‘nt need has been put 1; abeyance this year Each

- ) .institutmn w111 quah.fy for a 10 percent mcrea.se over Iast yeer's award ‘

‘ mt (Thec cont

&

s
£

uhich/ basically, freezes the cm:rent dzstnbut:.en m ple.ce. There will

« /“ ——;probably be some ,undrfxcatm of the pa:nel process in the near future. 1t

C is imortant to anti Y:t?}.te the uphcat:.ons for states if the current

. - 8
*;:rocedure:.sdropp ‘ _ . - v
# -

. N - - &
2 '

::‘[n -order .to get an ovemew of the issues %Qat are involved, the 10 states

/gt.themrene ends ofthe unpet need. spectrum are used. In the last chap-
:te:r, it -was stated that Callfom:.a Maine, New Mexico and North Dakota were

auarded more "2id than expected and .uaﬂana, Alaska, Ar a.s, the District of

‘:ﬁolm‘b:.a, Ha.m:. and Mississ Ep1 rece:.ved less amd than expected The

::Eollowzng tagﬂes fﬂ/e:;:r;be th dlstributmn of the three programs to the .
5tate$ at T)oth extreﬁes of the contmuun. il

¥

| 4
(A -
! :‘r,__ IR Ny S e
- ” -

.

Table 9 slaows the allo’tnent of SEOG f:mds to the 10 sta.tes‘ The fn'st

'

xoluhn 15 the level of m:.tlal allotﬁent The second colum is the anount )

er's reallotnent. 'Ihe th:.rd eolum :.s the _proport:.on of

T ., ¥

f':the pane] apprbved ne—\level met by the initial yesr SEOG &136t-" © . °

1( uing yea.r allotnent ;Ls parceled out to the states on the .

"er asz;rence o note in the table 1s the greater peréentage e -

~

f
3 low-awa:rd state, ,has the largest proportzon of documented need met by

SEOG:Lmt:Lal awa;ds ' B , - -

¥

coe e s .
- f «

= ‘I'able 10, w@zch prov:tdes the same conparisons for the CNS prograns, is even
m Stnkmg in the aﬂvantage g:.ven to the high award stat,es.

-
- r _ . R R .
-

T ‘_ L -41-

e ~ ; X ” - - - ) . . 4
; o Lo - 44 - L
T - R P A

=

:gamed by the hlgh-awa:d stategrthrough the Con:.ss;loner's r%
tcolpared to the lo:t-auard states. It 15 also worth notlng that Arkahsas,

v

e
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MUTHENT 0F SEOG i-'UNDS
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Anitial”
Allotment

",
:ﬂumﬁssioner’
Reallotment

e
T et J

-
j N B
-
Lo R
- ~
- s

Pex:cent of
Percent-of State Share -
__Increase | of Heed Met ~ -

S T xalffernin -
' ~orth Takota

S IR T
$15275,807

3,207;005
3,530,943 | w30
477,008 ' 334,550

& .". ._;29.32 o
39.75 zcs.ssa’= SR
1235 25.99 -
21.12 26,99

Alabama -
Alaska .
—Arkansas

- -District of Columbia

Hawaii

» ‘Source. *Procedures for Determining Allocations of Sup
. :0pportwnty Grants Program Funds for the Use Burmg the 1976-77

Program Support anch,smn of Studegt L

© 23898,125

“Mississippi BN

- Award Perjod.”

3.546,684 -

2,144,382 -
1,708,368 12,572

827,45 -
2,679,836 132‘;1,53

+ *

; L 3

o -ﬁnancia‘! Aid, Jane 1976.

- T . B 7, ) -
b oo T L
YL e T . e e

9,449

0. 30.42
3.3 26.99
0 76269
78 - 2699 .
o . 5.3 '

3.4' 2699
C.

ducatmnal
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- - = = *
; * - - R
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- s TABLE-10 - ; -
- DISTRIBUTION OF COLLEGE WORK STUDY FusDs -
Y 3y = - o

.

R 4 Percent of . -
= ~Initial Comnissioner's ' Pertent of State Share .. 7
'/. KStﬁe © - _AMNotment Rea}‘lotment 7 ’Ipcrase of Need Het -
L oaforsta | 336792 §109,98 326 458l

Yaine. , 1:539,771 /3¢83,%6 2133 4687 ) -
L ew Hex'lco LT 2.883,000 \ 104263  ~4038.  MGE j g
o 'ibr'th Dakota q . 1,214,645 - B74,722, . F208. . ,45.3? 7;,\? -

:Mabm SR .,7,?22,# - T - / 3 -48.25) 7
Jt sk I X R e+ . 36
Adensas - 39780 S - - -75.47

:mszﬁct of. Qolumbla 1,728,057 - 726,809 4207 - 46.87
Havali oo '3,327, S =
“Hississippi ‘600,57 - - 6366 .|

- " Source: ’Procedures for‘Detemmmg Aﬂocations of Coﬂege Hork-Study '
- ’) ‘Program Funds for Use During the 1976-77 Award Period.* Program
RN support Branch, Diﬁsion of Student F'manma} Aid. Jume 1976. ,
S s ~ N -
¥ . /7‘- : i i L~ ‘ . )
= -;‘ - ’ - f\", k ~
. -~ - " . "
2 . ‘ & B -~
- 3 e o o e -
- - ”43-




?'Ihse -results supportthe concept “that tpe :.nsututzonal ability to persuade

- the- stndent azd 9ane1$ of their stucfent's need - is not randouly d:.stnbuted

mg states. The states tha.t were detmed to be high award states all

m;vedthemmpercmtageofthmyanelapprwedneeduhue the low
] Staxes, nth the -exceytmn ofthe District of Colu:b:.a, Teceived more

!

,

the mmawa:& uthazo z&aliotn&ht funds.

. ZTab? npmdestheﬂlmfo:theMSLprogm It:.sayparentfro- ’
— zhetablethatmofthelwwdsmesmedmﬁmds‘ Of the low-

. :Ehere is at least a2 warning zn’thzs:&ztxabcut:t.he implications mherent
<n altogether resomg the stzrte anocauon formulas from the tri ite

] ] 'pirocess
han states with low awards. 'ﬂxatmthatm ;mthestat'e*
odid a better Jobafdocunentmg studentneed than J.nst:.tutlons in low-award
:staltesf Thet:unent reconsz.deratmnofthe 1 processopens the door to

-vdevelopmg new allotment formulas for d:stn.btrtmg mpaq:nt,e f:mds

zncorpora:tzngan external measire of statewide need with amclr snaller
::L‘o-is er's reallotment: N o

. - S

* . ) - L

State Stndent Incent:we Gfant Progran (SSIG) . .

““The SSIG progran also '.ha.s an enrolhegt ?based allot:ent for:ula with an

'éornm.\ty:.for‘@lm t0. 'thete-aming states of funds fron:it/tes
3 fi'a‘Ble Z, 1t:tas*notedtha$'{h:states with awards

k
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e ' DISTRIBUTION OF HDSL FUNDS \,\ )
s Y- . o . Percent of . .
SR Initial :Camssioner s fPercent of State Share - .
SR State Aﬂoment Realldiment -_Increass . of Heed Het &.
‘:‘Ca‘!‘lfomia . 3333;901;315 . $7356,519 /\w 598 -
T e B BBT1,667 B33 Kjx.?.s T 4030
“Hew Mexico | 2,956,510 % _ 49,330_ © U3 - 4030
“forth Dakota 1,675,959 23,173 ‘— . 138 ~ . 4030 |
i 4 ‘ ?4,512,804 Ta3an S 49.53 .
- - i e
AAlska » g TR 5,855 ““\ 138 0.3 -
. , ‘--32,4_52,919 ~89.208% . 3.63 100.
_Distfict of Ctmmbia 2,367,676 29,009 138 o AL0S
“ 7 faukii i 3,294,357 -414,295* ~ 32.p1 100 :
f?ﬁississgppi - “// 3,‘292,‘!03 - 20,022 /{:"jﬁl : 60.37
.. *Returied alioted funds, — . L, .
K = P o ,,:—{_7‘ - N
5ource. "Pmte dpres for i)etemining Aﬂocatmns for New Eedera] Ca;nta} L
- Lontributions in the National Direct Student Loan Program for Fiscal .
-Year 1976.* Program Support’ Bfam:h, Dwzsmn of Student Support .
» andSpec:a] Programs dune 1975 " E - L
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yea:;:_. ilnddr current legz.slman, a state

- T e —em s

:.  canTeceive fe(tgpal matching mney“fo; a1 fzzngs co-;tted to student Lo ‘

—~ / «aidabavethosemttedtmymbeﬁre/thessm'pmgraavassmted

co. > - ) :~< AA
1 in the states: Statesmthhrge?mgra:sofstﬁeadhavemmged . -

L —'ﬁes_t\ztesharemchmferapﬁlyﬁmnmsfmdsﬁavehmznms * i )-=~_

,' -

e ‘Ih;smsthatmthefuture “theymsoaqumge;ncreasesmssm
-’_’jéderafsha:enthout mcrea.smg effort. ,Ifamg basaym )

F _weTe used, say two years prior, to the current year, it would mecessitate <
B V . mme& eff oa the ,state’s part to.amatch increased federa;l d011;n$. _
’ -a\stateoouldnotcontmuetoconectﬁedmldonars/m—@cr&séssevmi— -
S | R/ .
‘!hemher suggestion is that a:leasu:fé'o-fsta“te» effort to finance pbst- | 2
. “seéondary education by built fuito the SSIG formia. " This wonia B

-ith lovermconelevels tonatchmredollarsorallowtha:toauot fewer state
‘sdonarstozecelvethesmﬁoffederaldoum Anyschuethat ‘4_'
)aeasmseffortml&alsohavetheeffectnfshfmagssmﬁmdstward '
a stetesnthlargepubhclyﬁm&e&systus,. M‘aaynotbeadesu'edim_ "_‘ c

mﬁcy goal because 1t woulﬁ Pprovide asnaII/ share for states ‘H’.‘Lth an .. - ,k

S 7 ~ . - s
- - athcnsive mdependent sector. ] LR - - -
meﬁnalsuggestmzstomclude%;easureofpwmy;ntothessm, o
fgm anocat:wn fomla. S0 states with aore Ios-r-mcone stu&ents could - ’ »
g;ualifyfor axlaa:geq: sha:e offederalfmds ;"‘:‘; K T .
ﬂonclusz e B - : = N
P © e = ¥ oo ’ - » .
"There is an nportmt :need for' the égéent m&_pohcy co-xm.ty to develop -
’ﬁ_,_:, ;mofequztyﬂlwmthewzﬁﬁcityofsnﬂentaﬁ}raézns -

k3




] - . lp ‘c T, -~ 5 7.\21 . A‘ ’ - -~ ;7 7‘ i i ) ~_ ‘_;1 -~
‘ 7 ('\\ R - o . . - 2 ‘ v
. e
to be dzstnbtrted with some semblance of order. The rough analysis pronﬂe,ﬁ- -
in this paper :mdlmtes that, by any ,taa.sm:e, there are ) d:.screpanc:.es
inthedistn.buuonpfa;d N a' oL -
e ’ - rbv— - ‘ o v

mmthat is suggested is that ofnet pnce. Net price is the. amount

".l:hc student pays to attqd college.afterparatal contnbut:.on and publzc -
-gnm:s have been rece:.ved Xuﬂ:_an& loans make up the self-help portion

*

*:eg‘a;rdless of whether thsre isa pnbhc snbs:.&y or not. The cntem that

:is snggested is thafthenet Pprice be;!fe"sale for students of smlar

>

m at insutut:.uns ofthe same price. The more expensive the z.nst:.tu-
ﬁm, the’ gxeaterthe cbst'tha:t‘thestudentwunld be nqu@vb bear.

Thmmamnberofquestms—tizatneedy,beanswered 1ftlus approach
is to be nset(\ "What should be the(— eral-statc-mstztux:.onal shares used?
'nm ﬂata systea’zs neeessa:ry to keep track of the dzstnbutmn of student
aid? Yoat, d;s:o}mms woiﬂd saih & system of monitoring Introduce into .
*th‘e stué?t aid ?rograis? These questmns are suggestzve of the 1ssu&s
":.hzt should be addressed. If we arexo :ake educational opportunity

ssq;aally ava:.lable across the nation, they need to be mvestzgated.
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Provideﬁ by Dar:yl Car]‘énn .

{‘I) Tbe bwﬁ: enro‘l‘lnent data for the ana‘lysis ‘is for fu‘ll-time-nquiva]ent
;(FIE) mdergraduates fmmthe ﬁEGIS’Dpening Fa'l'l Enro'l'iment}slq-vey for
\\ ?a'ﬂ 1974.

\

-

. S . 7 2 I _
. {2} To detemine the- proportion ofvenro‘n:ent at institutions in each state
;by residents frog-other stateg‘and the ymportion:o?‘ each state‘s Tesi=
:dents attendmg college in another stqﬁ\ the HEEIS Residence and Hrgra-

I
K
% tion sunreys for Fall 1968 and 1072 ﬁere*used a‘lolg wﬁ:h smﬂar data

| from the CIRP annual surveys of entering Treshaen from ‘1966 through 1974.

F

. / ‘i’he HEGIS datams used as the baseuith the CIRP data used only m
L.

- States and 1nstitutzona'l cat’egories '«here the HEGIS data was not avaﬂ-
:ab?e. The FTE undergradnate—enm‘ﬂmnt for each state and 1nst1tutiona‘i

:category is spﬁt 1hto three components: R 1 ‘ .

a} state residents enro‘l‘lea at ‘Institutzonfwi?thin the same
-~ state m-i-sr o \ )

v
b) statf residents em-o‘l‘ied at out~of-stat 'inttitutions (R-O-S)

c} out-of-state residents enrol‘led at 1nstitutions uithin the

_ ‘/ ,state (E-O-S) S RS o e T *

{3)\. The enro‘l‘lmnt im:om distnbution data 15 from the annuﬂ CIRP suweys
‘of entering-.freshmen I-'or some stats and ‘lnsiituﬁonal categan,es, no
data was_ aﬁraﬂabZe-—fmm the I:IRP surveys as ﬂ‘lustrated -in Table ;-1.

for each

-

terms nf FIE mrdergraduate enm‘l'!nent, the fol'iowing percentages

. of the 'institutfona‘! categories represent the states Hith iw CIRP \dita'
- N 7-, S - - / T M
: o A8e -
. o SI - )
- S RN SRR S Lo

¢

7




: ‘Pubﬁc four-year _ 'l.]%/‘“
"PubTic twocyear - 12.5%"
"~ Private four-year  0.3%.
. -Private two-year _21.9%

-Average- - 4.6% \

- -

For the- states and institutmnal sectozs with mss'mg data, the nationa‘l

: ;avegage 'Incoae distnbution of enm]‘]ment for the particu]ar instxtlmonal
*5ector m used and therefore the level of need cai cu‘!ated for these states

. ) f‘shou‘ld ﬁe fnterpreted cautious‘ly.

4

}'ﬁe cost of attendance data is fm the amwa‘i publication of Co'l‘!ege
;.Costs by the Co'nege Scholarship Service. The tota‘l msidents budgetgs/
" used along with the out-of-state x:harges. M‘states and 'Institutiona‘l
Sectors with no- student tudget da.ta the national average Tevel uas sub~ 7
sj;ltuted Tab‘le 1 1dentiﬁes those states and mstitutio al categories
-aﬁtl'r no student budget data The cost of attendance ﬂata .

© meed ca?cu‘lations are presentedl:y state and inshtutional
“Table2. | LT =

. /‘ T . ‘
B) The estiraated parenta‘l contkibutio‘ﬁ‘ for each fami‘iy mcome category was '
_ »:deve‘loped from swmary data of the BEOG :program Tab]e 3 shows the |
:distribnﬁon of parental ¢ ntnbutmn Jleve‘ls for five ‘Family income
mtegoﬁes Using di ‘ Tbutions such as these are muc?: more realistic
: Efthan simply using average parenta‘l cantmbution 1eve‘ls for each 'mcome
\@mwx Since the caicuhtion of need is trun;:ated at zero (no
*azegatfve need) and the grant aﬂocation formulas involve various trun-
;caﬁons, the use of an average parenta‘l contﬁbutfon is inaccurate as

FZe

fthe resu‘!ts to foﬂw show.
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LN i[ - TABLE 2 :
e cosT-OF ATTENDANCE BY STATE ANG . -
.. , Jusnmnorw. CATEGORY,..FY 1974-75 . ce
IR Tt et
- o _ Institutional . Resident State
- ~ ' STATE .  Category - Budget ~ Charges A
ALABAMA © Public Four $2251 - §304 - - - q .
: : .~ Public Two 1833 -.88 - :

* . Private Four, 3000 . -0 .
Voo ~-Brivate Two . 2780 0 e i P )
= . A1l Categories . 2247 . 253 Rk <
. . < b .1‘““;. n,(-
-4 ALASKA . Public Four’ 3140 130 AN

: - N + -+ Public Two . 2040~ 936
-, ~~ Private Four . 4880- ‘\ . 0
) ' Private. Two - - 4410 - 0
. .AT1 Catégories 2757~ 508 .
- = o o - - -
, - ARIZONA - "Public Four 2000 . 890 w
P Public Two 2136 613

e Private Four. 317 ., 0 = "

. 3' .. — Private Two 3134 . 0 P

: - R - A1l Categon'es’ 2105° 736 . L
o ARRANSAS " -~Public Four 2100 . 530 ( o
i A Public Two -~ 1855 193 g
’ Lo . Private Four ' 2660 0 :

: Private Two - 1965 0T
. e A1l Categordes | ., 2100 _. - 405 = /
TALTFORRIA Publéc Four 1298 .
o Public Two - H]D%
Privat¥ Four <
Private Two . 3310 0 X
o - AJ1 Categories hC ot 2644 1023 —
TOLORADO PubTic Four' 2353 1158 A
- N . - -Public Two 1500 $,702 - - - Sy s
_ .~ - Private Four 4619 0 L) wE
N o © Al Lategorfes ' 2410 g8 ee
% “TONNECTICUT . Public Four " 2554 " 791 ..
- : Public Two* 2119 1785 ° -
e : i “Private Four 4807 . 0+ U
AL R Private Two 3988 . .- @ Nt
Sy L T - ST e AN Categories 3238 - - x76_8‘ ‘ .
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ST S ' = Total  Out-of- - ~
Cie R T, Institutiona‘i ‘Resident. ‘State- -
. .. SWATE -z - - zCatesory .- ; _Budget - Charges

- MONTANA ) R Pub‘tic Four T T 42024 . $898 ~
. L _ ~Public Two . 1574 - - 344 -
PO v, T . ‘Private Four ., - 2897 0 0
. : -~ = — AN £ategories < 2242 - 778

o , . NEBRASKA - : Public Four ~ = 2233 809 - . -~

- _ A Public’Two 120 . S

o -t e 7% e-Private Your 73 B R

v .. T ... g PrivateTwo - AN T 5.8
. . o A1l Categories 2446, :

e _ﬂE‘dADA;F . - PublicFour . 2379 a3 v
T - . - -publicTwo T 2040 936 '
L . Private Four - =~ 383% 0

R o = A1l Categories’ - 2233 - 866 .-
T NEW HAMPSHIRE = . . PubfigBhur -~ . 28817 1072

B - A . .~ Public Two - ’ 2097 ‘541 . -
- . . Private Faur . . 4692 ... 'O .
e - — frivate Two - 4026 o - _
B ' . Al Categories . 3423 -7
1/7

: MEW JERSEY - . - : Pub‘iic Four-- . .. 2887 415 | - S
- - . Public Two 2040 936 - '
oo ; R - * Private Four 4217 . ' B
a ’ ; 20+ - Private Two 304 - ' 0
) . . . A1l Categories . * 2967 . 483

" NEWMEXICO - - - ° - Public Four . 2362 .- 820

. . : _PublicTwo .- . 2055 468
‘ - ~ ‘ - private Four . -3988° ~0
R RN - A1l Categoriess ., -2466 - .. 719

B T~ HEW YORK » . * + . Public Four - ;93) 0 . ° :
L a0 ' : - Public Two . . - y 7~ ‘

- W . - Private Four-. ° 4786 ° - O k. 2
BPEE . .= . _.pPrivateTwo . . - 3862 -~ - 0 .
SRS - . .. -7 . . Al Categories: =~ 28967, {48¢ oo
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' - ST “PublicTwo . - ! ‘Yrr . W56 .
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i e L “-Private Four
a L T, *° Private Two-. o/
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P . " fotal  Out-pf-
Institutiona‘l Resident State -

%@y_-_ T _Budget Charges
- Public Four " - $2767«  $920 °
Public Two 223710 - 855
‘Private Four " 4062 - ]

Private Two = -~ . 3722 ...
A1l Categoéries - . 3004 - 671

Public Four . -~ - 1981
- Public-Two <. 1789
. Private\Four " 2933 - .
., Private'T ] 2625 -0, .
L R‘l‘itategpnes . 2088 461"

Public Four 2596 R G
. Public Two . 3820 626
- \E:zivate -Four - - "3686 . 0 -

‘Private Two - 2760 - 0 ,
All Categaries 3050 1030 v

P

~Public Four - - 27207, ?886
_ Public Two . 2450 . - 1241
" Private Four- - 4333 .- .'D
+ . Private Two - © 3636 . 0
A11 Categories . 3305 ' '59‘8*-

RHODE IS(AND ~ - ., Public Four - _ 12852 - .835

D Public Two 2040 - - . 936.
o Private Four - 4346 0 -

s . "Al1 Categories 3498 405

. SOUTH CAROLINA ° .. - Public Four . 2286 . 640
Ao " . _Public Twe . 1786 791 -

Private Four- ki-3 & 0

Private T - 2438 . L0

Aﬂ Categories.: - 2421-" " 518

, Public Fopr . 2151 =

"Public Two T - - 3479
~Private Twp . - 3iA

AT Categories 2486 -

Public Four 2067
Public Two 1771
Private Four = - 3496 |
Private Two , = - 2377 -
‘A1l Categories *2816

Public Four -~ 2339
Public Two = .. 2179
Private Four - - 3684
. Private Two . 2502
A1l Categories . - 2482
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T \ TABLE 3
' DISTRIBUTION OF PAREHTKL COKTRIBUTIOH LEVELS
""" "FOR FAMILY TNCOME CATEGORIES -
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® e rental ContributionLevel
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(6) Estimated parental contribution varies by the asset value of the family

"o and by family size in additicn to family income. Since average family

... asset values and family size varies across the®ates, crude adjustoents
" were chnstructed as shown in Table 4. ‘These adjustments were*applied to.
the contrfb%on distribut‘ions shown in Table 3 to ﬁé‘w the average
estimated parenta] contribution for each state by fémﬂy income categories
. shcwn in Table 5. Althoug,h the averages are shown in Table 5; the actual
‘ distrfbutions by contribution Tevel. (\dth Athe appmpr}a{e asset and

-

- fanﬂy size adjustments) are used fn the need and grant evaiuation

4

-

calculations. B b e s 3 '
’ ’ ) ; - 4 !
(7) Estimated financial need for each state; 1nstitutiona‘l categor.‘:', and ’
faarny inWry was calculated in the following wa__y F@r state
residents attending in-state: o o N
NEED, ='CA-PG - . 1if.CA"ZPC,
- PO | . * .
= O ; ‘:_ y if CA SPC‘I ¢
Y © PO s ~
Hhere REED‘I the estimated ﬁnanc‘fa'i need for an individual in the .
S . " gth parenta‘l contribution bracket, - )
CA = the cost of attendance, ' ..
- PC, = the estimated parental contribution for an- f“ dividual in: :
the £ bracket. “." - &
Average need for each income category, institutiona'l sector, and state 7
~ ,V 1s talculated as: " ‘ ! R
’ e | -
e Average need = ¥, REEIJ.i 1 . : .
) . - =i : g
where. Pi = the proportion of enrollzent is; the 1th parentaT contribution .
bracket. - v RS . , i




‘I‘ABLE 4

«smar,m. CONTRIBUTION. ADJUSTHENTS FOR ASSET VALUE
.- - BHD FAMILY SIZE BY STATE,

L . v "

-~

Alpmi;‘Subtracted From Base Parental Contribution

Family fize .- T

Asset Value

< 1Y s

- Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkanéas

. t:afﬁfomia

, 6010me -
Connecticut™

¥

3

De‘lamare ' -
Bistrict of Colu:bia‘
Florida

_ seordia .

Hawaii
Idako -
IT1inois

- Indiana ;

" Towa- -
Kansas v

- Kentucky

g Louisiana
-Haine

jﬁary‘land
Hassachusetts. o

Hichigan— v




Sy / et e

- . - -w -

-~

E Amount Subtracted from f_iasé‘?ax;enta] Contribution

JSTATE . -,

+ Family Size = -2 Asset Yalue 3
-Hinnesota L 76 -15 |
e Mississippi - - 196 ] 50/
Hissouri o 'Q-J‘lg ‘ . - 28 .

l-bnta'né: <L,
ﬂebra:ska
Kevada _

Kew Hamshﬂ:e

New dersey T -2 ' - -
Hlev Maxico e 35_
Hew York - ' v 68 -40 ) .
Nortn Zarolina L -17 - T
Horth faksta ’ 1% -105 -
Ohio ) . 0 -15?
Oxianazaf - ~ <212 ) 40 e
Oragor -170- -0,
,P’enns;:}vania =51 = 30
Rhod¢ Islend  , .. - -60 45 .
South Carolina - . 144~ _ 5
South Dakota 51 Lo 5
Tennessee 3 C—_ -76 . =40
S = 3 g
Texas “. 0 . =10 -
Utah ~ 230 s 80 ‘
" Yermont : 51 - 8
Virginfa = _ ' -25 SRR - A .
B Hashifgton - - ,_Ug _ 35 ) .
_ West Virginia~ =~ 76 E -20
4 L . /
H}io'ﬁng ’ T o . ’42 = Y '45 ,o~ =
f — g - o=
B . " - . 2 N ;
- L 64" o . .




TABLE 5 ’

ESTII‘HTED PAREHTAL COﬂTRIBUTIOH BY- IHCO%E CATEGGRY 7
: ARD STATE FOR FY 1975-7& :

e - - - -
R

S R Fam'ly Income Category (thouSands)]
06 -.;i.g -$9-12% $12-20 s_zm{

Alabasa ST s Y7 1670 - 125807
" Alaska - © 96 1027 - 1430 © 2340.
| Arizona - LT 376 1307 TAD . - 2628

\Galifornfa -~ - . - 562. 7493 TS 7896 .-- 2806
lorado 0 47T~ 140870 18 - -2721
nnecticut - T 501 - 15220 T }925 ... 2835

Delaware - - = " © . 7 480 " -N38p . 1783 © " 2693 .
ms;rfct of com-bia o 4157 - 1346 1749 -. 2659 -

E‘kansas - _ ) 447 - 1378, ,’q ~},781 T I

—~J45 . 1676 . 2079 . 2989 -
. 286 - JA87w - 1620 4. . 2530

122 - ~ 1053 - . T.1456 - 2366 -
- P ,;;,,,525,,,,,,:_i 1356_ »;i_;';_ Iz59,_,;f,,,;~_ 2659 R

© 571 - -1502° - 19857 . 2815

. 431 . 1362 1765 - 2675 - *
- i et B T *543 R 14?4‘ - g 1877 2787 c
Kansas - 628 + = - 1589 1962 . . -2872 .
Kentucky - RS . 824 1355, . - 1758 - - -2668 - -
Loyisiana 188~ 1149 "‘,Tﬁzz - 2432 - .
Maine - “,. - - - - 463 1394 1797 2707 ¢
Maryland ST 415 1346 - 1749 12659 . 394
| Massdchusetts . 423 - 1354 - 1757 - 2667  »3954
Michigan Lo co . +.314 *1245 - 1648 2558 . 3845
Minnesota o - - 364 - 1295 - 1698 - -2608 - 3895
ﬂississippi - 179 M0 . 1813 2423°: 3710
Hissouri | oot 519 - 1450- - --3853 - ”2;53 .- 4050
_Montana ' 493, © 1424 1827 7 4024
Kebraska C e - 578 '/ 1509 1912 2822 4109
Hevada R ' 505 - 1436 . 1839 . - 2749 - 4036
- ew Hampshire - 4% - ¢ 1387 j ..,1790 : 2700 3987

~ - e gt o e Ao oo - S ————————

I




 State

- Hew dersey

- Hew Mexico « -~

- - - Hew Yark

Horth Carolina
- North Dakota -

-~Ohio

Qregon

. Pennsylvania

Oklaboma

" Rhode Island -
~ South Carolina. ~
- South Ddkota

~ Tennessde
Texas

_ Uta
“Yermont

" Virginia

" Hashington
West Virginfa -
Wisconsin

‘Hyoaing ’

. \;\T\‘\._m

>

el
Lhl

-~ - -

HID STATE FOR FY 1975-75

L. - T ,—"’
e . T -

‘,

£STIH§TED PAREKTAL COKIRIBUTIM B'l IKCG‘E CAT‘EGORY ;

Fasily Income L‘ategary {tbousands)

-

P~

. 806 ,f__fsv-s 8812

-

511 - fgkz—;‘l 4345,-

~ 169 ‘1100 -~.1503 .

~ 533 - 1464 ‘_':‘—1857\'—
407 "--.1338 i' 1741.
.428‘-- <1369 - . 1762

;12-20 '

2155
2413-

%2777 -

- .. 2651

A4 1371 ;}274,-—'
597, 1528 1931
o715 7 1646717 - 2049

446'1377

- .39 . 1300 . . 1703

461 - 3392 31795 -
<. . 1 2679

. - 435 136 1769

“ 115. 0 1046, - 1449
3297 1260 1663
. 43 137 3770
__ 509 - 1440 - 1843 -

-+

512 1483

416 1:47. 1750
369 - 1300 - 1703
- 1846

7 ) 1780
-~ 440 " -1371 - - 1774
236 - 767 . 1570

- T80 .

2672
2684
- 2841
2959 - -
7890
. 2684

" 2613 -~
_ 2705

- 2359

R

2680
2753 -
2660.

2613. -

2756 -

- E
. ~ = hd
- n by
B </ o s - -~ .
- . - -
> - . - -
- » - .
* * : ) -
- Y s >
- R . - ~
% 3 . .
- a o .
— - - -
—
- -
. B o _ .
&

4064
3938

- 3959

3971

- 4128
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(8) Estimated ﬁnancial need for each state, ‘institutionﬂ sector, and

fwﬂy 'Income category was calcu'lated in the foﬂmting w&y for state R
residents attendmg out-of-state. . : ¥ . S
|- memg=cosdosc-ec, . ol
. - Juhere e = average resident budget 4t out- f-state <rlm'.titui:—;‘ons, T
‘ MSC = average out-of-state charges for enrol] ng out-of-state. o {
(9) Estimated'financia‘l need for each state, institutiona‘l sector, and’ -
e RN family fricome category wis ca‘lcu‘lated Jin the following way for out-of- L
" . state residents attending in-state 1nst1tutions. R
usfeni CA + 0SC - PC, - T s i
‘ ;:here 0sC = out-of-state.charges by in-state institutions. N
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